MARCH 10, 1969 


Whereas the Planning Board is cognizant 
of the need to provide for a new major 
street to serve the south and west sides 
of Lansing and, 


Whereas the specific route for the pro- 
posed street has not been determined and, 


Whereas the development of the area has 
been greatly accelerated in the past two 
years and within the next two years 
will include a new high school, several 
new residential developments and a shop- 
ping center, all dictating the need for the 
City to select a route and begin program- 
ming for the construction of the street, 


Now Therefore be it resolved that the 
Traffic and Public Service Boards are here- 
by requested to work with the Planning 
Board to determine the most feasible route 
for this facilitiy. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Black, Bretz, Fink, Gaus, Heino 
and Reynolds—6. 


Nays: None. 


SS-33-68 


Tree Planting Policy in New Subdivi- 
sions—Referred to the Ordinance Commit- 
tee for their consideration and recommen- 
dation, 


ROW-13-68 


Motion by Fink seconded by Black that 
the Planning Board recommend to City 
Council that the request of Mr. Maner G. 
Nichols to vacate a 20 ft x 40 ft. alley 
located to the west of the property at 
3020 S. Cedar Street be approved. The sub- 
ject alley has not been improved or used 
as an alley and has no outlet to a public 
right of way. There are no objections by 
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any city departments to the vacation of 
this alley. There are no plans for a north 
south alley in this block so the Board rec- 
ommends that the alley be vacated and 
deeded back to the former owner. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Black, Bretz, Fink, Gaus, Heino 
and Reynolds—6. 


Nays: None. 


PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

Mr. Guernsey reported on the NDP Semi- 
nar to be held in Chicago on December 2, 
8, and 4th. 

Motion by Reynolds seconded by Heino 
that Mr. Guernsey be authorized to attend 
the seminar. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


The Board discussed the drafted reply by 
Mr. Guernsey to Mr. Bruce Maguire. 


Motion by Black seconded by Gaus that 
the Director be authorized to forward the 
reply with the changes suggested. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Motion by Black, seconded by Gaus that 
the next meeting of the Board be held on 
December 3, 1968, eliminating the regularly 
scheduled meeting of November 19, 1968. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Meeting adjourned at 11:40 P.M. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, January 9, 1969 


Meeting called to order by Chairman 
Mabel Houck at 7:35 p.m. 


Present: Houck, Gaus, McComb, Wend- 
row, Rendon, Jones and Kelley—-7. 


Absent: Keep—l1. 


Mrs. Mabel Houck presented Roger But- 
terfield and John Petroff with engraved 
gavels for their service on the Board of 
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Zoning Appeals. Roger Butterfield served 
from 1963 to 1966 and John Petroff served 
from 1957 to 1963. 


Mr. Butterfield and Mr. Petroff expressed 
their appreciation and wished the Board 
success. 


No. 1720 


Mr. Carlton Kessler of 2938 Tulane Dr. 
was present on behalf of his son, (Karl 
Kessler) request to construct a single fam- 
ily dwelling to within 24 ft. of the front 
property line, and to within 15 ft. of the 
rear property line, upon the premises lo- 
cated in the 1600 Block of Marquette Street. 
This is contrary to Section 36-44(4) and 
86-44(2) of the Zoning Code in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 86-44(4) requires 
a front yard of 25 ft., this will be a re- 
duction of 1 ft. at the N.E. corner of the 
property. Section 36-44(2) requires a rear 
yard of 30 ft., the variation will allow the 
reduction of 15 ft. 


Mr. Kessler stated that his son would 
build this home for his own private resi- 
dence. 


Motion by Jones, supported by Wendrow 
to grant this petition under Section 36- 
12(6) of the Zoning Code, providing the 
property has proper access to a public 
street, The Board found based on testi- 
mony and evidence that the site under con- 
sideration is adequate in size to support 
a single family home, but the irregular 
shape of the lot does impose an unusual 
practical difficulty, and limits development 
of the property when applying strict ap- 
plication of the Code. 


The Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
or the general welfare and will be in keep- 
ing with the general intent of the Lansing 
Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Seven, 


Nays: None. 


No. 1721 


Mr. Robert Alleva, was present on behalf 
of his appeal to permit the reduction of 
a required rear yard from 25 ft. to 10 ft. 
upon the premises known at 2421 N. Larch 
Street. This is contrary to Section 36-50(2) 
of the Zoning Code which requires a rear 
yard in the “F” Commercial district of 
twenty-five (25) feet. 


Mr. Alleva explained that they needed a 
larger building to accommodate the expan- 
sion of business. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Gaus 
to grant this appeal under Section 86-12 
of the Zoning Code. 
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The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that if one reflects upon the rea- 
sons why we have rear yard requirements 
and than relates these reasons to this site, 
this request becomes more reasonable. 
Rear yards in commercial areas are re- 
quired for several reasons: to insure ade- 
quate space in between commercial and 
other structures to provide light and air 
and lessen the danger of fires and to pro- 
vide access for service vehicles and parking. 


As this site abuts a permanent open 
space and has no access to it other than 
through the building, the rear yard has 
little value which can be easily related to 
consideration of the general health, safety 
and welfare, this is especially true when 
one considers that the 20 ft. alley will 
no doubt be vacated. (See file no. R.O.W.- 
16-68) 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Seven. 


Nays: None. 


No, 1722 


Mr. Avery Keeney of Keeney and Seble 
Contractors, 1331 Daisy Lane, Hast Lan- 
sing, was present on behalf of Mr. James 
A. Maher’s request to allow a swimming 
pool to remain within the required front 
yard, upon the premises at 630 Kipling 
Blvd. This is contrary to Section 86-44(4) 
which requires a front yard of 25 feet 
which must be unobstructed. 


Mr. Keeney explained that he applied for 
building permit ignorant of the fact that 
a corner lot had two front yards. He ex- 
plained that the pool is completed except 
for equipment house, and that it is com- 
pletely fenced in. 


The Building permit was obtained No- 
vember 11, 1968 and the pool was com- 
pleted 10-12 days later. 


The Building permit inspectors were not 
aware of the exact placement of the pool 
as site plans were not submitted at the 
time the permit was issued. 


George Wakulsky of 604 Kipling Blvd. 
spoke in favor of this appeal. 


Mrs. Alice Solomon, 629 LaSalle Blvd.— 
wrote a letter in favor of this appeal. 


Mrs. Lucile Toebe 624 Kipling Blvd.— 
wrote a letter in favor of this appeal. 


Mr. and Mrs. Bernard Meissner submitted 
their approval of this appeal. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Mc- 
Comb to grant this appeal under Section 
36-12(7) of the Zoning Code subject to 
the pool equipment, Building located in 
the North East corner of the property, not 
extending higher than the required fence. 
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The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that the variation would not seri- 
ously affect any surrounding property or 
the general welfare; and to require strict 
application of the Code would require con- 
siderable time and effort. 


Motion carried the following vote: 
Yeas: Seven. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1723 


David Coey, 900 American Bank Build- 
ing; attorney for Joseph M. Reagan and 
Ronald K. Banister, was present on behalf 
of this appeal to permit the use of land 
presently zoned G-2 Wholesale for the re- 
pair of Automatic Transmissions, This is 
contrary to Section 36-88 of the Zoning 
Code which, according to the interpreta- 
tion of the Building Commissioner, does not 
permit the above mentioned use. 


Mr. Coey explained that the operation of 
an AAMCO Automatic Transmissions, Inc., 
consisted of repair and rebuilding of auto- 
matic transmissions for automobiles. 


Mrs. Houck read a telegram from Mr. 
and Mrs, Burton Upjohn from Kalamazoo, 
Michigan objecting to this appeal. 


Mr. Richard Neller was present and in- 
dicated that light industrial zoning at this 
location would not be in the best interest 
of the community and a variation of the 
Code for the proposed use would be rea- 
sonable, 


Mr. McComb asked about storage of 
automobiles. 


Mr. Joseph Reagon of 2520 Tulane stated 
that cars would be parked in parking lot 
while being repaired, but not for long 
periods of time, there would be a constant 
turnover. 


Mrs. Houck asked why they had not 
asked for rezoning. 


Mr. David Coey stated that time was an 
important factor, and the Board of Appeal 
could grant relief. 


Mrs. Houck clarified the authority of 
the Board of Zoning Appeals to modify 
the zoning Code, or to permit variances. 


Motion by Jones, supported by Rendon 
to deny this petition under Section 36-12(7) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that a true hardship did not exist 
in this case and there was not an inability 
to make reasonable use of the land under 
the existing zoning. 


The Board further found that the change 
as requested would create an incomparable 
land use relationship and encourage addi- 
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tional changes similar in nature and actu- 
ally threaten the stability of the area. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Four. 
Nays: Three. 


The appeal was denied, the required 
number of six votes are needed to reverse 
any order, requirement, decision or de- 
termination of the building commissioner. 


No. 1724 


Mr, Robert Paspas from Capital City 
Lumber Co,, was present on behalf of Mr. 
Charles Solomon’s appeal to erect a second 
story addition to north property line which 
will reduce the side property line to zero 
feet, upon the premises known as 629 
LaSalle Blvd. This is contrary to Section 
36-44(3) of the Zoning Code in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-44(3) requires 
a side yard of 10% of width of Lot or 
5 ft. 6 in. 


Mr. Paspas explained that the addition 
was necessary due to family expansion, and 
additional bedroom and bath is needed to 
accommodate Mr. Solomon’s daughters. 


Mrs. Bernard Meissner of 635 LaSalle 
Blvd. objected because the addition would 
block out sunlight in her house. 


Mr. and Mrs. Walter Toebe and Mr. and 
Mrs. Robert Leyrer submitted their ap- 
proval of the appeal in writing. 


Motion by Jones, supported by Gaus to 
deny this appeal under Section 36-12 (6). 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that a true hardship does not exist 
and the variance would allow over develop- 
ment of the property and actually reduce 
light, air and view of the adjacent property. 


The Board believes that reasonable use 
of the property can be achieved under the 
existing terms of the ordinance. 

Motion carried the following vote: 

Yeas: Seven. 


Nays: None. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Gaus 
to approve the minutes of the December 
12, 1968 meeting. 


Motion carried by unanimous vote. 


Mrs. Mabel Houck requested that all 
Board of Zoning Appeal members receive 
a copy of the Zoning Code. 


Meeting adjourned at 9:08 p.m. 
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A motion was made by Commissioner 
Hagerty, supported by Commissioner Clapp, 
that the above resolution be approved and 
upon roll call, the Ayes and Nays were as 
follows : 


Ayes: Commissioners Clapp, Hagerty, 
Owen, Sliker—4. 


Nays: None. 


The President thereupon declared the 
motion carried and the resolution adopted. 


The following resolution was introduced 
and discussed: 


Resolution No. 147 


Whereas, Mary Manos of the Associated 
General Council of the General Program 
Services, Housing Assistance Administra- 
toin Office, Chicago, Illinois, ordered Ron- 
ald Stonehouse to hand deliver to New 
York a replacement of an incorrect Tem- 
porary Loan Note (No. 91), and 


Whereas, the note had to be delivered in 
time for a Bond sale for Temporary Notes 
on February 4, 1968, and 


Whereas, the travel policy of the Lan- 
sing Housing Commission requires that 
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travel outside of trips to Chicago must be 
authorized by the Commission, and 


Whereas, the trip to New York was ex- 
pedient to carry out the business of the 
Housing Office in the most expeditious 
manner, 


Be It Hereby Resolved, that Mr. Ronald 
Stonehouse’s travel be authorized retro- 
actively and approved for the above- 
mentioned trip to New York. 


It was moved by Commissioner Sliker, 
supported by Commissioner Hagerty, that 
the above resolution be approved, and upon 


roll call, the Ayes and Nays were as fol- 
lows: 


Ayes: Commissioners Clapp, Hagerty, 
Owen, Sliker—4. 


Nays: None. 


The President thereupon declared the 
motion carried and the resolution adopted. 


The meeting was adjourned, 
Respectfully submitted, 


MARCEL B. ELLIOTT, 
Secretary. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, February 13, 1969 


February 13, 1969 


Meeting was called to order by Vice- 
Chairman Reynaldo Rendon, at 7:40 p.m. 
in Court Room 1, 6th Floor City Hall. 


Present: Gaus, Keep, Jones, Kelley, Mc- 
Comb, Rendon—6. 


Absent: Houck, Wendrow—2. 


No. 1725 


Thomas G. Crofts was present on behalf 
of this appeal to erect a bedroom addition 
to the existing dwelling which will reduce 
the required front yard from twenty feet 
upon the premises known as 831 and 833 
Fayette Street. This is contrary to Sec- 
tion 36-45 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance in 
to fourteen feet, a reduction of six feet 


the following particulars: Section 36-45 (4) 
requires a front yard of twenty feet. 


Mr. Crofts stated that he desired the bed- 
room addition for health conditions and 
privacy plus resale value. The present 
building provides alco bedroom only. 


Mr. Crofts provided the Board with ad- 
ditional plans. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Keep, 
to grant this appeal under Section 86-12 
(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that the irregular shape of the 
lot did impose an unusual practical diffi- 
culty when attempting to carry out de- 
velopment as proposed. The Board does 
not believe the change will seriously affect 
any adjoining property or the general wel- 
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fare, and will be in keeping with the 
general intent of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Six. 


Nays: None, 


No. 1726 


Mr. Henry Mahlow was present on be- 
half of this appeal to permit the erection 
of a one story one family dwelling within 
twenty-seven feet of the rear lot line, 
which will reduce the required rear yard 
by three feet, upon the premises known as 
4901 Juniper Street. This is contrary to 
Section 36-44 (2) of the Zoning Ordinance 
in the following particulars: Section 36-44 
(2) requires a rear yard of thirty feet. 


Mr. Mahlow stated that the change would 
not be a detriment to the area as the rear 
yard is exposed to the school site, and the 
modification will not merely serve as a 
convenience to the applicant, but will per- 
mit the construction of a dwelling com- 
patible with existing development. 


Motion by Keep, supported by Kelley, to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that: the site under consideration 
is more than adequate in size to support a 
single family dwelling, therefore the varia- 
tion will not contribute to over develop- 
ment of the property. The variation is 
minor in nature and the fact that it is 
opposite permanent open space (school 
site) the Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining prop- 
erty or the general welfare, and will be in 
keeping with the general intent of the 
Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Six. 


Nays: None, 


No. 1727 


Gerald Kerry of 3802 Lynn Court, Flint, 
Michigan, foreman for the Urban Ameri- 
can Land Development Co., was present on 
behalf of: this appeal to allow dwelling to 
remain 2.5 feet from side property line, 
upon the premises known as 634 §, Clemens 
Street. 
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Mr. Kerry stated that the encroachment 
is only 6 inches and abuts vacant property. 
Effort was made to buy said property. We 
respectfully ask the Board to forgive the 
error as it would prove an extreme hard- 
ship to move the building. 


Mr. Harley Anderson, 2484 Clayward 
Street, Flint, Michigan, who buys property 
for Urban American Land Development 
Company, stated that they had every inten- 
tion to purchase the property next door. 
The property next door belongs to three 
different people and one of the three re- 
fused to sell. 


The variance on this property was one 
of several considered by the Board of Zon- 
ing Appeals, May 9, 1968, and was denied 
by the Board. 


Motion by McComb to grant this appeal. 
Motion failed due to lack of support. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Jones, 
to deny this appeal. 


An opinion by the Lansing City Attorney 
regarding reconsideration and _reapplica- 
tion on the same variance indicates the 
Board of Appeals is without authority to 
give further consideration on this matter. 
(See attached opinion.) 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Five. 


Nays: One. 


The Board of Zoning Appeals reviewed 
the request by Mr. Bennie, C. Wickens to 
vary the front yard setback upon the 
premises known as $111 Aurelius Road. 


The Board directed the Planning Staff to 
advise Mr. Wickens of the procedure for 
formal consideration and if a variation of 
the Code is necessary, formal consideration 
could be given at a future meeting. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Keep, to 
approve the minutes of the regular Board 
of Zoning Appeals meeting of January 9, 
1969. 

Motion carried by a unanimous vote. 

Meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m. 

Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary. 
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, March 13, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:35 p.m. by 
Chairman Houck. 


Present: Gaus, McComb, Kelley, Houck, 
Keep, Rendon, Jones—T. 


Absent: Wendrow—1, 


No. 1728 


No one appeared on behalf of this ap- 
peal by Chittick Oil Company to allow the 
installation of a gasoline pump island 
within the area that is presently zoned “J” 
Parking, upon the premises located on the 
N.E. corner of South Pennsylvania and 
Wilemma Street. This is contrary to Sec- 
tion 36-41 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance in 
the following particulars: 


Section 36-41 (4) (the “J” Parking Dis- 
trict) states—‘‘Such property shall be used 
only for vehicle parking with no repair 
work, washing, greasing, or sale of mer- 
ehandise or servicing of any kind.” 


Thomas Sutphin, 1018 Willemma Street 
objected because of additional signs and 
advertisements that gas stations usually 
put in front of their gas pumps. 


John Polack, 5301 S. Pennsylvania Ave. 
objected because it would change the estab- 
lished front yard setback of Pennsylvania 
a and it would become another Cedar 
treet. 


Joe Polack, 5301 S. Pennsylvania Ave. 
objected because there already is four gas 
stations within two blocks, he did not feel 
another one was needed. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Keep to 
deny this appeal under Section 36-12 (7) of 
the Zoning Code. 


A true hardship is expressed only when 
there is an inability to make reasonable use 
of the property under existing terms of 
the ordinance. 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board cannot find where a true hardship 
exists, as there is more than adequate land 
available and zoned for the proposed de- 
velopment. 


It is further pointed out that an opinion 
from the City Attorney in April, 1965 in- 


dicates that a variance of this nature is 
not within the powers of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas—7. 
Nays—0. 


No. 1729 


Mr. Robert Alleva was present on behalf 
of his appeal to permit the reduction of 
the required rear yard from twenty-five 
feet to 0 feet, upon the premises known as 
2421 N. Larch Street. This is contrary to 
Section 36-50 (2) of the Zoning Ordinance 
in the following particulars: 


Section 86-50 (2) requires a rear yard 
having a depth of not less than 25 feet for 
interior lots. 


Mr. Alleva stated the granting of this- 


appeal would not be detrimental to the 
public good. The only residence adjacent to 
the site has no objections. It will provide 
a means of keeping boats, trailers, snow- 
mobiles, etc. away from the front of the 
property which abuts a major thorough- 
fare. He stated the old building was no 
longer adequate. 


Mr. Keep: Do you plan to tear down 
the old building? 


Mr. Alleva: Yes. 


Mr. Clark Cock, Associated General Con- 
tracters, 2323 N. Larch Street, did not 
object to the variance, but questioned what 
was being proposed. 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Gaus to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that they should approach this 
ehange from a total view, relating to the 
existing zoning pattern and established land 
use characteristics. 


1, The residential home (which may be 
affected by this change) is completely 
surrounded by ® commercial environ- 
ment, and is no longer considered in the 
area of compatibility. 
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2. The variation should increase the aesthe- 
tic qualities along N. Larch Street, and 
allow full utilization of land, which 
otherwise may remain vacant, or used 
for outside storage. 


83. If one were to consider the entire par- 
cel of land for commercial. development 
(including the residential parcel). The 
variance would be of little significance. 


The Board is of the opinion that indis- 
criminate zoning and Lot splitting has im- 
posed an unusual practical difficulty in 
this case, and to allow relief would not 
seriously affect any adjoining property or 
the general welfare, and will be in keeping 
with the general intent of the Zoning Code. 


APRIL 21, 1969 


Motion carried by the following vote: 

Yeas—T. 

Nays—0. 

Motion by Keep; Supported by McComb 
to approve minutes of February 138, 1969. 


Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
Meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m. 
Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


FIRE BOARD 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, April 10, 1969 


The Lansing Fire Board met in regular 
session and was called to order by Chair- 
man Ralph E. Kauffman, Jr. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Commissioners Sheathelm, 
Smith, Kauffman, Canady, Rathbun, Hill 
—6. 


Absent: Commissioners Demske and Rid- 
enour—2. 


Commissioners Demske and Ridenour were 
excused from the meeting. 


By Commissioner Sheathelm— 


I move approve the minutes of the pre- 
vious meeting as printed. 


Supported by Commissioner Hill. 


Carried. 


COMMUNICATIONS 


Captain Roy Redburn submitted a letter 
of thanks from Richard Green of the Elm- 
hurst Chippewa Tribe of the YMCA Indian 
Guides for a tour of Central Station super- 


vised by firemen James Florian and Keith 
Pardee. 


Received and placed on file. 


(Firemen Florian and Pardee have re- 
ceived copies of the letter) 


Chief Space submitted a letter of thanks 
from Civil Defense Director James Holcomb 
for the assistance of the Training Division 
in presenting 40 programs to over 5,000 
people. The program is titled Fire Depart- 
ment and includes movies and speeches. 


Received and placed on file. 


(The Training Division has received a 
copy of this letter) 


Mayor Max Murninghan referred a letter 
of appreciation from Mr. Robert A. Pet- 
ronis, 2905 Andrea Drive, for the effiicient 
services and thoughtfulness of members of 
the fire and police department during an 
ambulance call March 31, 1969. Firemen 
Larry Earls and James Oleniczak were on 
the call. 


Received and placed on file, with copies 
of the letter to the firemen that responded 
to the call. 
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, May 8, 1969 


6th Floor, City Hall 
May 8, 1969 
7:30 p.m. 


Meeting called to order at 7:35 p.m. by 
Chairman Mabel Houck. 


Present: McComb, Houck, Keep, Rendon, 
Jones, Gaus. 


Absent: Kelley, Wendrow. 


No. 1736 


No one appeared on behalf of Urban 
American Land Development Company’s 
appeal to allow an existing dwelling to 
remain 2 ft. 5 in, from the side property 
line which will reduce the required side 
yard from 3 ft. to 2 ft. 5 in., a reduction 
of 7 in., upon the premises known at 634 
S. Clemens Street. 


This is contrary to Section 36-44(3) of 
the Zoning Cede in the following particu- 
lars: Section 36-44(8) requires a side yard 
of 3 feet on a 83 foot lot. 


The dwelling was partially built en- 
eroaching into the required side yard, and 
the error was not found until after con- 
struction. 


Motion by Jones, supported by Gaus to 
grant this appeal under Section 86-12(6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Similar variances for this property were 
considered by the Board of Appeals in May 
of 1968, and again in February of 1969 in 
both instances the request was denied, the 
later decision was based on the City At- 
torney’s opinion that the Board did not 
have the authority to reconsider the same 
variation. 


The request at this time differs from the 
initial request and could therefore be con- 
sidered as an entirely new change. 


The Board’s previous position was that 
the encroachment was very minor in na- 
ture, and that it was a result of human 
error, 


It was also found that light, air, and 
view would not be impaired by the en- 


croachment as it relates to existing or pro- 
posed development, 


The Board believes that relief should be 
granted, as the circumstances under which 
the encroachment envolved are unusual, and 
further it would not seriously affect any ad- 
joining property or the general welfare. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Six. 
Nays: None. 
No. 1737 


John Mulvaney of 4909 S. Logan Street 
was present on behalf of this appeal to 
erect a ground identification sign in the 
*“D-1" Professional Office District. Upon 
the premises known as 4909 S. Logan 
Street. This is contrary to Section 36-31 of 
Lies Zoning Code in the following particu- 
ers; 


Section 36-31 does not allow this type of 
sign to be erected in the “D-1” Office Dis- 
trict. 


Mr. Mulvaney stated that he has already 
purchased the new sign and that he would 
remove all of the other signs and only 
erect the new one. The change would im- 
Prove the appearance of the property, by 
removal of old signs. 


Motion by Keep, supported by Gaus to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12(7) 
of the Zoning Code subject to: 


1. The sign being located 20 ft. from the 
front property line. 


2. The existing ground signs being re- 
moved. 


8. Lighting of the sign shall not be in- 
termit or flashing. 


The property under consideration is lo- 
cated within the boundaries of the South 
Logan Street Zoning and Land Use Plan. 
The property was considered and zoned 
“D-M:1” Multiple and “D-1” Professional 
in February 1969. The basic reasons being 
that ; it would provide for a compatible land 
use relationship for the area. 
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This change did not provide for or take 
into consideration any expansion of the 
existing use on the site, nor has the City 
plans to implement re-use of the site in 
accord with the existing zoning. 


Based on testimony and evidence it would 
seem only reasonable to allow relief from 
strict application of the Code until such 
time land use conditions change. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Six. 
Nays: None. 
No. 1738 


Arthur R. Peterson of 2119 S. Washing- 
ton Ave. was present on behalf of his ap- 
peal to enclose an existing front porch 
with glass which will reduce the required 
front yard from 46 ft. 4 in. to 44 ft. 9 in., 
a reduction of 1 ft. 7 in., upon the premises 
known as 2119 S. Washington Ave, This 
is contrary to Section 36-44(4) of the Zon- 
ing Code in the following particulars: 


Section 36-44(4) requires a front yard of 
46 ft. 4 in. so estabished by 40% of the 
developed frontage, 


Mr. Peterson stated that the porch as is 
cannot be used, because of road and factory 
dirt, They need something enclosed where 
a person can clean his shoes off before 
entering the house. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Keep to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12(6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board believes that previous altera- 
tions of other buildings in the vicinity 
combined with the adverse influences of the 
major street and the Industrial District to 
the West, more than justify this change. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that the change would not serious- 
ly affect any adjoining property or the 
general welfare and will be in keeping with 
the general intent of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Six. 
Nays: None. 
No. 1739 


Frederick C. Thomas, Jr. was present on 
behalf of his appeal to erect an addition to 
the house within 20 ft. 6 in. of the front 
property line which will reduce the re- 
quired front yard by 4 ft. 6 in. Upon the 
premises known as 821 Jessop. This is con- 
trary to Section 36-43(4) of the Zoning 
Code in the following particulars: 
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Section 36-438(4) requires a front yard of 
25 feet in the “A-1” Family District. 


Mr. Thomas, Jr. stated that they need a 
dining room and large bedroom, also need 
two car garage for vehicles. The change 
will improve the appearance of the house. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Rendon 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12(6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that; the irregular shape of the 
Lot, and the fact that it is located at the 
intersection of two public streets is suffi- 
ecient evidence of an unusual practical dif- 
ficulty when attempting to develop the 
property as proposed, 


The Board does not believe the change 
will affect the character of the area or seri- 
ously affect any adjoining property or the 
general welfare and will be in keeping 
with the general intent of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Six. 
Nays: None. 
No. 1740 


Thomas Flood of 3501 Cooley Drive, 
Builder for Kroger Company presented new 
plot plans to the Board, for the appeal by 
Kroger Company to erect a commercial 
building within 19 ft. of the front property 
line which will reduce the required front 
yard from 25 ft. to 19 ft. a reduction of 
6 ft., upon the premises known at 1721 
North Grand River Ave. This is contrary 
to Section 36-53(4) of the Zoning Code in 
the following particulars: 


Section 36-53(4) requires a front yard of 
twenty-five feet when an Industrial Zone 
and Residential Zone abut on the same 
street side. 


Jerry Kline from Grand Rapids, Michi- 
gan; employee of the Real Estate Depart- 
ment of the Kroger Co. stated that there 
is a back drive way to lessen traffic con- 
gestion. 


Jack Blysline, employee of the Kroger 
Co. from Cincinnati, Ohio; stated the rea- 
son for the violation was because they were 
using a survey 15 years old that was in- 
correct. Gaus questioned the size of the 
new addition. 


Thomas Flood stated it was 54 feet in 
width. 


Jerry Rosan, 1811 N. Grand River, owner 
of car wash did not object. 


Murray Peterson, owner of service sta- 
tion 1801 N. Grand River did not object. 


Motion by Keep, supported by McComb 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12(6) 
of the Zoning Code, 
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The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that the site selected by the Ap- 
plicant will function as well as any on the 
site and the fact that the heavy industrial 
district does not require any front yard 
set-back, except where it abuts a residen- 
tial zone, strict application of the Code 
would be unreasonable. 


The Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining prop- 
erty or the general welfare and will be in 
keeping with the general intent of the 
Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Six. 
Nays: None, 
No. 1742 


Alva Birtles 1427 Sheldon Street, was 
present on behalf of his appeal to build 
attached garage which will reduce the re- 
quired side yard form 8 ft. to 3.5 ft. a re- 
duction of 4.5 ft. upon the premises known 
at 13825 Otto Street. This is contrary to 
Section 86-44(3) of the Zoning Code, in 
the following particulars: 


Section 36-44(8) requires a side yard of 
10% of the width of the lot or 8 feet. 


Motion by Keep, supported by McComb to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12(6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found based on testimony and 
evidence that, the property under considera- 
tion is adequate in size to accommodate the 
proposed garage addition without creating 
an overcrowding condition on the site. 


The property immediately to the North is 
developed with a single family home and 
attached garage. The garage is located to 
the south portion of the Lot and will be 
opposite the garage addition now under 
consideration. 


Due to the fact that the garage develop- 
ment of both Lots will be opposite one 
another, the Board does not believe the 
change will seriously affect living condi- 
tions of either development as it relates 
to overcrowding of the lands, nor will the 
change have any significance as it relates 
to light, air, and view. 


The applicant professed that the proposed 
change will still leave approximately 20 ft. 
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between the existing and proposed develop- 
ment which the Board believes is adequate. 


Due to the relationship of the existing 
and proposed development the Board be- 
lieves that relief is justified. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
Yeas: Six. 


Nays: None. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Rendon 
to approve the minutes of April 10, 1969. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


Discussion followed concerning No. 1548. 
The variance approved by the Board of 
Zoning Appeals, December 8, 1966 for the 
location of a sign for the Capital Park 
Motor Hotel and that it was being vio- 
lated. The approval of the sign was sub- 
ject to the condition that “any illumination 
not be intermittant or flashing.” 


The Board asked that Mr. Guernsey write 
a letter to Capitol Park Motor Hotel in- 
forming them of the violation and re- 
questing their compliance to the conditions 
within ten days of said letter. A copy of 
said letter is to be sent to the Central 
Advertising Company. 


NEW BUSINESS 


Mr. Jones objected to the 8 membership; 
6 quorum rule of the Board of Zoning Ap- 
peals. Since it presents a hardship to some 
of the members when other members are 
on long vacations and not present. 


Motion by Rendon, supported by McComb 
to approach Mayor Graves requesting that 
the Board of Zoning Appeals be enlarged 
from 8 members to 12 members. 


Motion was unanimously approved. 


Adjourned at 8:30 p.m, 
Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary. 


T.C. 
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Forestry Division report submitted. 


Placed on file, 


Parks Division report submitted. 


Placed on file. 


Recreation Division report submitted. 


Placed on file. 


Proposal from Lou Coomes to lease a 
portion of Gier Park from the city sub- 
mitted. 


By Mr. Sherry— 


That the matter of proposed Lou Coomes 
lease of property at Gier Park be referred 
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to the Parks Committee for study and re- 
port back to the Board. 


Carried. 


Drop-In Center program was discussed 
and considered. 


A SPECIAL OFFICIAL MEETING OF 
THE PARK BOARD WAS CALLED BY 
THE PRESIDENT TO CONSIDER DE- 
PARTMENTAL PERSONNEL ORGANI- 
ZATION FOR DROP-IN CENTERS, TUES- 
DAY, JULY 15, 1969 AT 7:30 P.M. 


Meeting adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JANE RUST, 
Secretary. 


Approved By: 


CHARLES G. HAYDEN, 
Director, Parks and Recreation. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, June 12, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:30 p.m. by 
Chairman Mabel Houck. 


Present: Rendon, Houck, Keep, Kelley, 
Wendrow, Gaus—6. 


Absent: Jones, McComb—2. 


No. 1743 


Marvin Davis, 626 Westmoreland testi- 
fied on behalf of his appeal to construct a 
ten foot addition to the existing kitehen 
area which will reduce the required rear 
yard from 25 feet to 15 feet. A reduction 
of 10 feet upon the premises known as 626 
Westmoreland. This is contrary to Section 
36-44 (2) of the Zoning Code in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-44 (2) requires 
a rear yard of 25 feet. 


Mr. Davis testified that his kitchen was 
very small and this is the only possible way 
to enlarge the kitchen. 


Mr. Kenneth Comerford, 609 Westmore- 
land, asked if this addition was only the 
first step of a two-family home, if so he 
would object to the appeal. 


Mr. Davis assured Mr. Comerford and the 
Board that the dwelling was not being con- 
verted to a two-family home. 


Chairman Houck read a letter from Ben- 
jamin Demorest, 615 Westmoreland. Mr. 
Demorest did not object, 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Wendrow 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board found that the proposed addition 
would add 140 sq, ft. to the existing dwell- 
ing. The property under consideration is 
adequate in size to accomodate the proposed 
addition without creating an overcrowding 
condition on the site. 


The Board found that the orientation of 
the existing structure on the Lot constitutes 
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a hardship, when attempting to construct 
the addition. 


The Board does not find the requested 
change will seriously affect any adjoining 
property or the general welfare and will 
be in keeping with the general intent of 
the Lansing Zoning Code. 


Motion was carried by the following vote. 


Yeas: Houck; Gaus, Keep, Rendon, Wen- 
drow, Kelley-—é6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1744 


George Bubolz, 922 E. Michigan Ave., 
East Lansing, testified on behalf of Harry 
Kost’s appeal to reduce the required rear 
yard from 25 feet to 0 feet, a reduction of 
25 feet, upon the premises known as 1112 
E. Michigan Ave. This is contrary to Sec- 
tion 36-50 (2) of the Zoning Code in the 
following particulars: Section 36-50 (2) 
requires a rear yard of 25 feet for interior 
lots. 


Mr. Bubolz testified that business needs 
room for expansion. The area proposed is 
the only practical way of approach to build 
a warehouse for storage. 


Houck questioned if this would be an addi- 
tion or a separate building. 


Bubolz stated that this would be a separ- 
ate building. 


Kelley questioned if there were an alley 
in rear of the building. 


Bubolz stated there wasn’t a public alley. 
There were no objections. 


Motion by Rendon, supported by Gaus 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board does not find the change will serious- 
ly affect any adjoining property or the 
general welfare, and that rear yard de- 
velopment is not un-common along Michi- 
gan Ave, 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas; Gaus, Rendon, Houck, Wendrow, 
Keep, Kelley—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1745 


Gordon Long of 5332 S. Penn. Ave. testi- 
fied on behalf of this appeal to allow struc- 
tures to be erected within 21 feet of the 
side property lines, and within 21 feet of 
the rear property line. Upon the premises 
known as 621 E. Jolly Road. This is con- 
trary to Section 36-46.1 (2) which re- 


JULY 21, 1969 


quires a rear yard of 25 feet and Section 
36-46.1 (3) which requires a side yard of 
10% of the width of Lot or 42.8 feet. 


Mr, Long stated that he wanted to 
create a one story housing development 
with all parking in the interior so it will 
not be unslightly. Eight units out of 50 
will be two story. Private patios and two 
parking spaces per unit will be provided. 
The extra space is needed for arrangement 
of the parking area inside the project. Mr. 
Long stated that 10% of width of Lot, of 
this size seems to be unreasonable. A 21 
foot rear yard is requested so this project 
will be better balanced with open land on 
all three sides. 


Oscar Boismier of 620 E. Spokane ques- 
tioned why the 4 feet were needed. 


Mr. Long stated that the Architect’s de- 
sign needed the extra room. 


Donald Rayer of 632 Spokane objected 
to the reduction. He also asked if the ap- 
peal was denied if there would be a reduc- 
tion to units or parking. 


Mr. Long stated that the density would 
be the same. 


Gordon Hlieff, 641 E. Jolly Rd. had no 
objections. 


Motion by Keep, supported by Rendon to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board, based on testimony and evi- 
dence, found that strict application of the 
Code would be unreasonable, and that an 
unusual practical difficulty exists due to 
the large lot size, and conditions under 
which the “D-M.1” Multiple District per- 
mits development. 


The Board did not find that the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
or the general welfare, and will be in keep- 
dl with the general intent of the Zoning 

ode. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Rendon, Keep, Kelley, 
Gaus, Wendrow—6. 


Nays: None, 


No. 1746 


Young Kim, 612 N. Foster testified on 
behalf of his appeal to enclose an existing 
front porch with glass which will reduce 
the required front yard from 19 ft. 4 in. 
to 18 ft. 6 in. a reduction of 5 ft. 10 in. 
upon the premises known as 612 N. Foster. 
This is contrary to Section 36-44 (4) which 
requires a front yard of 19 ft. 4 in. from 
sidewalk so established by 40% of the de- 
veloped frontage. 


Young Kim stated that the enclosure will 
not be a detriment to the area, many 
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porches in this area are enclosed. This en- 
closure will add warmth and beauty to 
the existing dwelling, also will keep track- 
ing out of living area. 


Houck questioned if there were any in- 
tentions of installing heat ducts in the en- 
closure. 


Young Kim stated no. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Keep to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on evidence and testimony the 
Board found that many of the homes in 
this vicinity are constructed with large 
front porches, some of which have been en- 
elosed and made an intergal part of the 
main dwelling. The Board believes that pre- 
vious alterations of other buildings in the 
vicinity have established a change in con- 
ditions which justify this request. 


The Board did not find that the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
or the general welfare and will be in keep- 
be with the general intent of the Zoning 

ode. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Rendon, Keep, Kelley, 
Gaus, Wendrow—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1747 


Derwood Boyd, 1619 Walnut Heights, East 
Lansing, testified on behalf of Ward G. 
Dexel, of Ballenger-Devonshire, appeal to 
erect a ground identification sign in the 
“D-1” professional office district. Upon 
the premises known as 3208 S. Penn. Ave. 
This is contrary to Section 36-31 of the Zon- 
ing Code in the following particulars: 
Section 36-31 does not allow this type of 
sign to be erected in the “D-1” office dis- 
trict. 


Derwood Boyd, tenant of this building 
presented the Board with plans of the pro- 
posed sign. Testifiing that the sign was 
necessary because the building is set back 
from the street and identification is difficult. 


Houck questioned if the sign would be 
flashing. 


Boyd stated no. It would be lighted from 
within but not flashing. 


Kelley questioned the height. 

Boyd stated that it would be 12 to 14 
feet high. The following property owners 
in the vicinity of the site objected to the 
variance of the Code. 

George Aiken, 3211 Plymouth Drive. 


Lloyd Ohmen, 3205 Plymouth Drive. 
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Robert Freeman, 3850 Capital City Blvd., 
owner of Lots 16 and 17 Walter Neller 
Professional Plaza. 


Roosevelt Hasbany, 3209 Plymouth Drive. 
Dennis Knudsen, 3223 Plymouth Drive 
William Munroe, 3217 Plymouth Drive. 
Richard Kristin, 3221 Plymouth Drive. 


Milton Underwood, 4301 Kalamazoo St., 
Grand Rapids, Michigan part owner of the 
building on 3208 S. Penn. Ave. testified 
that the sign would be an asset and would 
not detract from the building. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Ren- 
don to grant this appeal under Section 
86-12 (7) permitting 32 sq. ft. of display 
area on the sign, lighting of the sign shall 
not be intermittent or flashing. 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board found that due to the existing zoning 
and uses located on this section of South 
Pennsylvania Avenue it is considered rea- 
sonable to allow an advertising sign for 
the uses located in this office building. 


The Board does not find that the pro- 
posed change will seriously affect any ad- 
joining property or the general welfare, 
and it will be in keeping with the general 
intent of the Code, 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Gaus, Keep, Kelley, Wendrow, 
Rendon, Houck—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1748 


Larry Fichter, 3900 Capital City Boule- 
vard, testified that Alco Construction’s ap- 
peal to permit a reduction of off-street 
parking in the Waverly-Grand River Ave- 
nue Housing Project from the required 280 
spaces to 170 upon the premises known as 
that portion of Mt. Vernon Park Sub- 
division lying North of Wilson Street, is 
contrary to Section 36-25.3 of the Zoning 
Ordinance in the following particulars: 
This Section calls for 2 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit for a total of 280 spaces. 


Fichter stated that experience shows that 
the two to one ratio is excessive for low 
income housing. This variance will allow 
more green space and meet the Federal 
guide lines for the project. 


William Gill, 3624 Wilson Avenue ob- 
jected to possibly having cars from the 
housing project parking in front of his 
house or up and down the street. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Rendon, to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (7) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on testimony and evidence, the 
Board found that the type of development 
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is relatively new and limited and has not 
caused demands to amend the Zoning 
Code which would allow for the modifica- 
tions requested. Therefore, the unusual 
practical difficulty in this case can be 
derived from the fact that the zoning ordi- 
nance does not address itself directly to 
the type of development proposed regard- 
ing their actual needs. However, the Board 
found that, if for any reason the develop- 
ment under consideration should revert to 
the private market, all parking require- 
ments must be complied with. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Keep, Kelley, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Gaus—6, 


Nays: None. 


No. 1749 


Michael Cavanaugh testified on behalf 
of Pat Perna’s appeal to allow a walk-in 
cooler to be installed at the rear of a store 
located at 420 West Willow Street. Present 
zoning of the property is “B-1” residential. 
This is contrary to Section 36-19 of the 
Zoning Code in the following particulars: 
the use of the site for a store is presently 
non-conforming. 


Mr. Cavanaugh first requested Mr, Guern- 
sey’s recommendation. 


Mr. Guernsey read his recommendation 
from the Staff report. 


Mr. Cavanaugh objected to the fact that 
the Planning Department had conducted re- 
search and provided a recommendation to 
the Board; the Board could not approach 
each appeal with an open mind but already 
had a recommendation from the Planning 
Department. Also, the Planning Depart- 
ment would not release this recommenda- 
tion to the public. 


Mrs. Hovek reminded Cavanaugh that 
the Board was expected to go out to the 
subject property and field check for them- 
selves, 


Mr. Cavanaugh stated the fact that many 
times the staff recommendation was adverse 
to the petitioner and the petitioner was 
at a disadvantage to defend himself before 
the Board because Mr. Guernsey’s report 
had not been released to him. He felt that 
the reports should be made available at 
least 48 hours before the meeting. Mrs. 
Houck stated that this is the first time in 
seven years that this request was made 
and that it would be considered at the busi- 
ness meeting. 


The reason why we wish this Board to 
act is because at this time we feel that 
there is no other alternative to accomplish 
what we want. 


Now basically what we want to do is 
to install a walk-in cooler. In view of this 
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fact, a zoning F-commercia] is highly im- 
probable. The Planning Staff indicated 
that it would not receive their recom- 
mendation. 


The only other alternative is to seek a 
variance indicating that the application to 
the B-1 zone, as applied to this property, 
ereates a hardship to Mr. Perna. 


The Brief, that I will present, deals in 
some detai] whether this Board has the 
authority to grant this variance, The Plan- 
ning staff report refers to an opinion from 
the City Attorney. I can assure you that 
it wasn’t an opinion in the past two years. 
There have been two opinions in the past, 
toe ange Warren and 1965—Judge Sid- 
well, 


Judge Sidwell—dealt with certain deter- 
minations which he concluded this Board 
did not have the authority to do. It is dif- 
ficult to compare the situation in that 
opinion with the present situation, because 
no where in the opinion does he mention 
what facts are involved. The principles 
which he outlines can be questioned, Main- 
ly, the Board of Zoning Appeals has no 
power to rezone property, and this Board 
has powers totally separate and distinct 
from the City Council. The State statue, 
which authorizes creation of BZA, specific- 
ally states that this Board has the authority 
to amend, to modify the rules, regulations, 
and provisions relating to structure and 
changes and/or alterations of buildings and 
structures. Basically this is what we are 
asking for; it is a walk-in cooler, which 
would extend from the present rear of the 
store some 13 feet. The front of the cooler 
would be inside the store, and the advant- 
ages to Mr. Perna are numerous. 


Mr. Kelley questioned the width of the 
cooler. 


Mr. Cavanaugh stated that it was the 
width of the building which is twenty feet. 


The advantage is No. 1—that at present, 
all the space for storage is in the cellar. 
The only access to which is a narrow, steep 
stairway. This situation has existed for 
a number of years. We are not here in- 
dicating that Mr. Perna has a disability 
in his back that gives any physical inca- 
pacity. Some three years ago, he did strain 
his back; but it didn’t result in any per- 
manent disability. The reason it was men- 
tioned was that the nature that the prop- 
erty is being put to use to, it could occur 
again, not only to Mr. Perna, but to any- 
one working for him. As I indicated, the 
State Statue specially authorizes this Board 
to grant this type of a variance, and if the 
City Code were absolutely silent so far 
as your powers in this regard, you would 
still, by virture by the State Statue, have 
that authority. But the Code, in fact, isn’t 
silent; it sets certain requirements that 
must be met and specifically states the 
authority to make changes as far as altera- 
tions of buildings are concerned. 


The only other opinion dealing with this 
power was in 1962 by Judge Warren, (10-5- 
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62). The opinion deals directly with this 
property of Mr. Perna’s in which Mr. War- 
ren’s opinion is that “the applicant doesn’t 
meet the requirement of the ordinance.” 
But at that time it was a different type of 
appeal. 


The Staff sites this opinion for the propo- 
sition that the Board doesn’t have the 
authority to grant this permit. Yet, on 
page 2, Judge Warren states that “in con- 
clusion, it is the feeling of this office that 
your Board of Appeals has the authority 
to pass upon, permit, or refuse to permit 
extension, expansions and enlargements of 
non-conforming uses. 


The opinion was very good and helpful, 
not only in that regard, but also did point 
out three basic requirements which the or- 
dinance outlines and which you must find 
satisfactual before you can allow a vari- 
ance, 


1—That the Code imposes unusual prac- 
tical difficulties or particular hardship. 


Now, in this case, we indicated that the 
applicant would be subject to unusual prac- 
tical difficulty and a particular hardship 
by a strict application of the Code and 
that the nature of this use is commercial 
and requires storage and the only storage 
is in the cellar. He is required to load sup- 
plies downstairs and bring them back up 
when needed. It is an inconvenience and a 
hardship. The Code requires more than a 
showing of just that; it specifies that you 
cannot grant a variance simply because it 
is an inconvenience. 


2—That such variation is in harmony 
with the general purpose and intent of the 
code, and 


This is rather a general thing, and it 
is a condition or a standard which is rather 
vague and you are going to have to deter- 
mine what it is. We would submit that the 
general intent of the Code cannot be said 
to be other than the promotion of the pub- 
lic safety, health and comfort, convenience 
and so forth. This is what the Code in Sec- 
tion 36-2 specifies to be the purpose and 
intent of the Code. The granting of this 
variance would be in harmony with this. 
It would be the convenience, safety and 
comfort to Mr, Perna. 


8—That the surrounding property will be 
properly protected. 


It is our position that the surrounding 
property will be properly protected. This 
variance will in no way affect the sur- 
rounding property. The use which is pres- 
ently going on on this property and which 
has gone on on this property for many 
many years has existed for some time. The 
granting of this variance will in no way 
affect the use of this property. If any- 
thing, the installation of a modern con- 
venient walk-in cooler will add to the looks 
and will also be a benefit to the neighbor- 
hood. If in the future something could be 
worked out, whatever Mr. Perna’s plans 
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are as far as remodeling, this cooler will 
be broken down into sections and can be 
used in any future structure and this may 
be contemplated. 


Mr. Russell A. Lawler, 200 Hollister 
Building, attorney for 25 residents in the 
neighborhood, objecting to this appeal. The 
25 cover practically the whole neighborhood. 


This neighborhood is not an elite section 
of the city. But it is a substantial owner- 
occupied neighborhood. Residents are either 
retirees or shortly to be retired. They have 
a life investment in their homes. 


In this area there are some two-family 
houses, and at the corner of Grand River 
and Willow there are some stores and gas 
stations. Otherwise, there is nothing else; 
this is not a commercial area; it is strictly 
residential. 


This is the third time around for the 
Pernas and for me. Each previous time it 
has been the same argument, the residents 
wish to preserve their neighborhood. Each 
time there has been an attempt to nibble 
away at the protection that the Section of 
the Ordinance gives them. The one time we 
heard they were going to enlarge the store. 
We had no idea how far they were going to 
go or what they were going to do. It didn’t 
make any difference to us because we still 
opposed it. The second time there was a 
request for the elevator that was mentioned. 


Tonight it is a cooler and for the first 
time we’ve found out about the size. It 
has been an attempt to nibble away at the 
present status; now, I think that if this 
improvement was allowed, there would be 
an increase in business. This person should 
have his head examined, he is making an 
improvement and should expect a greater 
return. 


Some of the people objecting tonight are 
deeply concerned about the traffic situa- 
tion. As has been pointed out, the delivery 
trucks have blocked the traffic and caused 
congestion. Because of this congestion, 
there have been accidents and near misses. 
In 1961 it was discovered that the suppliers 
eould drive in the back of the store and 
deliver their goods without blocking the 
street. 


This improvement is going to increase 
business and with an increase in business 
there is going to be an increase in traffic. 


J have here the three adjoining neighbors 
that are going to be largely affected by the 
granting of this appeal, and they are 
objecting. 


Mr. Perna acquired this property from 
his father, he knew what the situation was 
and he walked in there with his eyes open. 
He knew of the previous appeal denials. 


Hardship. Mr. Perna has not shown any 
hardship. The only hardship is the devalua- 
tion of the adjoining property. 


We asked and submit to you that the 
appeal be denied and that Perna will be 
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in no worse situation today than when he 
first came in there. 


Cavanaugh: Complete remodeling was 
done 7 or 8 years ago. A rezoning was 
attempted, but this is not the same thing. 
I don’t see what increase in business there 
is going to be because of a walk-in cooler. 
Perna has investment in this business, the 
addition will enhance this store and area, 
not devaluate the area. We submit for your 
approval. 


Motion by Keep, supported by Gaus to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board did not find that a hardship, 
as required, did in fact exist. 


Motion failed by the following vote: 
Yeas: Gaus; Rendon; Wendrow; Keep. 


Nays: Houck, Kelley. 


Mr. Guernsey questioned the Board mem- 
bers’ reasons for voting no. Mrs. Houck 
said that no real hardship had been shown. 
Mr. Kelley said that he did not need a 
reason, except that it was contrary to the 
Zoning Code, 


No. 1750 


Mr. Thomas W. Culpepper, 615 North 
Harrison Drive, East Lansing, testified on 
behalf of his appeal to construct a single 
family dwelling which will reduce the re- 
quired front yard from 50 feet to 35 feet, 
a reduction of 15 feet, and reduce the re- 
quired side yard from 10 feet to 7 feet, a 
reduction of 38 feet, upon the premises 
known as 2000 Moores River Drive. This 
is contrary to Section 36-44 (8) and 86-44 
(4) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-44 (8) requires 
a side yard of 10% of the average width 
of the lot or in this case 10 feet. Section 
86-44 (4) requires a front yard of 50 feet 
so established by 40% of the developed 
frontage. 


Mr. Culpepper testified that the unusual 
lay of the land and easements require these 
variances, Granting of this request will 
not be a detriment, as a carport will be 
the projection into the front yard, and 
ownership of lot 16 is the same. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Kelley, to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on evidence and testimony, the 
Board found that the property is not sub- 
ject to flooding and that the irregular shape 
of the lot and topographic conditions along 
the River limit the buildable area of the 
subject property. 


It was also found that sewer lines ex- 
tending through the property in a north- 
easterly direction limit the buildable area. 
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The Board found that both of the above 
mentioned conditions reflect a true hardship 
when attempting to develop this property 
and to allow relief would be in keeping 
with the general intent of the Zoning Code. 


The Board did not find that the change 
would seriously affect any adjoining prop- 
erty or the general welfare. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck; Gaus; Rendon; Wendrow; 
Keep ; Kelly. 


Nays: None. 


No, 1751 


Mr. Gordon Watros testified on behalf of 
this appeal to construct a single family 
dwelling allowing a reduction of the re- 
quired rear yard from 30 feet to 24 feet, 
a reduction of 6 feet, upon the premises 
known as 3640 Springbrook. This is con- 
trary to Section 36-44 (2) of the Zoning 
Code in the following particulars: Sec- 
tion 86-44 (2) requires a rear yard of 30 
feet in the “‘A-1” Family Residential Dis- 
trict. 


Mr. Watros testified that a lot of this 
size and on a corner is most difficult to 
arrange a dwelling which will be compat- 
ible to the area. We believe the proposed 
house of quality stature and size would be 
an asset to the community. 


There were no objections. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Wendrow 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based upon testimony and evidence, the 
Board found that the subject property is 
located at the intersection of two streets, 
any development of the property is re- 
quired to set-back the minimum from either 
street, required in the Zoning district in 
which it is located, in this case the district 
is “A-1” family residential, which requires 
25 feet. These required set-backs reduce 
the buildable area of the lot and impose 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships when 
attempting to develop the site as proposed. 


The Board did not find that the change 
will contribute to over-development of the 
property or seriously affect any of the ad- 
joining property or the general welfare, 
and will be in keeping with the general 
intent of the Zoning Cade. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Rendon; Wendrow; Keep; 
Kelley ; Gaus. 


Nays: None. 


No, 1752 


Mr. William T. King, 2912 Greenoak, 
testified on behalf of his appeal to construct 
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a front addition of 3 feet to the existing 
garage which will reduce the existing front 
yard of 10 feet to 7 feet at the north 
corner, upon the premises known as 2912 
Greenoak, This is contrary to Section 36-44 
(4) of the Zoning Code in the following 
particulars: Section 36-44 (4) requires a 
front yard of 25 feet. However, the exist- 
ing development was established in the 
Township. 


Mr. King testified that he could not close 
the doors of his garage when cars are in- 
side, This addition will permit locking of 
garage doors to avoid theft and vandalism. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Kelley 
to grant under Section 36-12 (6). 


Based on evidence and testimony, the 
Board found that the irregular shape of 
this lot with the existing development must 
have required a variation of the Code at 
the time of development. The change of 
auto body styles has imposed an unusual 
practical difficulty on the owners, and does 
not permit full use of the garage. The 
variation is minor in nature, and due to 
its location and orientation to other de- 
velopment in the area the Board did not 
find that the change will seriously affect 
any adjoining property or the genera] wel- 
fare and will be in keeping with the general 
intent of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck; Gaus; Keep; Kelley; Ren- 
don; Wendrow. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1753 


Mr. Michael M. Westfall, 1920 Alpha 
Street, Apt. 6, testified on behalf of his 
appeal to construct a 16 x 22 foot garage 
which will occupy more than 80% of the 
required rear yard. The required rear yard 
is 950 sq. ft.; 30% equals 285 sq. ft. The 
proposed garage will occupy 352 sa. ft. or 
67 sq. ft. over the 30% allowed, upon the 
premises known as 801 Merrill Avenue 
(house under construction). This is con- 
trary to section 36-54 (e) of the Zoning 
Code in the following particulars: Section 
36-54 (e) does not allow an accessory build- 
ing to occupy over 30% of the required 
rear yard. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Wendrow 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 
(6) of the Zoning Code. Based on testi- 
mony and evidence, the Board did not find 
that the change will seriously affect any 
adjoining property or the general welfare 
and will be in keeping with the intent of 
the Zoning Code, 
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Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck; Keep; Kelley; Gaus; Ren- 
don; Wendrow. 


Nays: None. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Keep 
to approve the minutes of May 8, 1969. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Keep to 
approve the minutes of June 3, 1969. 


Motion carried by a unanimous vote. 


Mrs. Houck asked the Board for opinions 
regarding release of Mr. Guernsey's report 
and recommendations to the public before 
the Board meeting. 


Kelley stated that he had no objections 
to the public seeing the report and recom- 
mendations but that he refused to discuss 
it with any one before the Board meeting. 


Guernsey informed them that previous 
Boards objected to the reports being re- 
leased to the public before the Board re- 
ceived them. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Wendrow 
to permit the release of the report to the 
public upon request. 


Motion carried by a unanimous vote. 


Discussion followed in regard to the Capi- 
tal Park Motor Hotel’s flashing sign. A 
letter has been sent requesting that the 
Hotel comply with the conditions of appeal 
No. 1548. They have not done so, and the 
Building Dept. must enforce the conditions 
by approaching the City Attorney and hav- 
ing an injuction brought against them. 


Forest View Bus Tour — Mrs. Houck 
stated that only Board of Zoning Appeal 
members present on the Forest View Bus 
Tour June 4, were Wendell, McComb and 
herself. 


Mrs. Houck read the letter she submitted 
to the Mayor requesting the appointment of 
additional board members. 


Meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m. 
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Special Meeting, June 23, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 5:15 p.m. by 
Chairman Mabel Houck. 


Present: Rendon, Houck, Kelley, Wen- 
drow, Gaus, Jones, McComb. 


Absent: Keep. 


No. 1765 


Mr. Ray Breathour, training instructor, 
testified on behalf of Chief Space, an ap- 
peal to construct a training tower for the 
Lansing Fire Department, upon the premi- 
ses known and located off the South end of 
the 3000 block Alpha Street. This is con- 
trary to Section 86-17 of the Zoning Code 
in the following particulars: Section 36-17 
does not permit the proposed use in the 
“A-1" Family District. 


Mr. Breathour testified that the proposed 
training tower will be 50 feet high and 
approximately 20 x 22 feet. This will be 
the main building, however, there is a one 
story building attached to it, approximately 
18 x 20 ft. 


Mr. McComb questioned if this type of 
variance would be granted, does it allow 
them to do anything they want or must 
they submit another appeal if they find 
they want to add something else? 


Mr. Guernsey informed the Board that 
the training school can only do what is 
submitted on the plans. 


Mr. Rendon questioned whether there is 
any noise connected with this operation or 
any sirens. 


Mr. Breathour stated that the only noise 
would be pumping apparatus’ and the men’s 
activities. There would be a P.A. system 
on top of the building and there is a pos- 
sibility that they would receive an alarm 
over it, but the siren noise would be in 
the background and not loud enough to dis- 
turb anyone. 


Mrs. Houck stated that she didn’t think 
there were any homes close to the training 
grounds, 


Mr. Breathour stated that there were only 
warehouses within 200 ft. 


Mrs. Houck asked what is the purpose 
of the training tower? 


Mr. Breathour continued by explaining 
that they train new firemen as well as their 
regular firemen. 


Mrs. Houck questioned whether the PA 
system is used under Civil Defense. 


Mr, Breathour stated that it was only 
used for announcements during the train- 
ing sessions, 


Mr. Gaus questioned the staff if this 
variance to allow a structure there includes 
the height. 


Mr. Guernsey stated the Board would be 
granting the use as requested on the plans 
which includes the height. 


A question was raised concerning why 
this property was never zoned industrial? 


Mr. Guernsey stated that it changed to 
A-1 Family when annexed to the City. 


Discussion concerning the location of the 
property in relation to the surrounding de- 
velopment followed. 


Motion was carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Gaus, Kelley, Rendon, Wen- 
dorw, Jones, McComb. 


Nays: None, 


Discussion followed in regards to the 
Capitol Park Motor Hotel’s flashing sign. 
Mr. Guernsey stated that he sent a letter 
requesting the Hotel to comply with the 
conditions of appeal No, 1548. The man- 
ager phoned and Mr. Guernsey returned 
his phone eall twice but still was unable 
to get in contact with him. They were 
given ten days to correct the sign and they 
still have not done so. The Building De- 
partment will have to discuss this with the 
City Attorney and possibly have a restrain- 
ing order issued. Mr. Guernsey stated that 
he would talk to the Building Department 
and report at the July board meeting. 


Discussion also followed concerning the 
repercussions of the Perna case, Mr. 
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Guernsey talked to Mr. Cavanagh and Mr. 
Cavanagh said that he had 5 days to either 
ask for another board meeting or file with- 
in the next 30 days, a case to the Circuit 
Court. 


Mr. Guernsey suggested to the Board that 
presentation of the gavels be given to the 
ex-board members at the Christmas dinner 
meeting. Mrs. Houck asked the board to 
give some thought to this suggestion and 


COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS 999 


then it would be discussed at the next 
board meeting, 


Meeting adjourned at 5:30 P.M. 
Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, July 10, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:35 p.m. by 
Chairman Houck. 


ROLL 


Present: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Wen- 
drow, Rendon, Trieweiler. 


Excused: Taylor, Gaus. 


HEARINGS 
No. 1754 


No one appeared in regard to this appeal 
to allow an open car-port to be constructed 
to within one foot of the side property line 
which will reduce the required side yard 
from 5 feet to 1 foot, a reduction of 4 feet, 
upon the premises known as 2004 Sunny- 
side. This is contrary to Section 36-44(3) 
of the Zoning Ordinance in the following 
particulars: Section 36-44(3) requires a 
side yard of 10% of the width of the lot, 
but not less than 5 feet on a 42 foot lot, 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Kelley, 
that the appeal be granted under Section 
36-12 (6) of the Zoning Code, subject to 
development being in accordance with the 
plan as submitted, 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that the site plan submitted by 
the applicant indicates that the carport 
will be constructed at the rear of the exist- 
ing dwelling and will be partially enclosed 
on the north and west by storage closets. 


Width of the subject property limits de- 
velopment as proposed; and with the 
owner’s desire to retain the existing land- 


scaping and tree growth, there is not suffi- 
cient area for the proposed development. 


The Board could not find where the pro- 
posed addition will seriously affcet the ad- 
joining property or the general welfare, 
providing development is in accordance 
with the site plan submitted. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, McComb, Rendon, Wen- 
drow, Trieweiler. \ 


Nays: None. 


No. 1756 


Mr. L. W. Snyder was present on behalf 
of his appeal to construct a 24 ft. x 22 ft. 
detached garage which will occupy over 
80% of the required rear yard upon the 
premises known at 625 North Francis. This 
is contrary to Section 36-54(E) of the Zon- 
ing Ordinance in the following particulars: 
Section 36-54(E) does not allow an acces- 
sory building to occupy more than 30% 
of the required rear yard will occupy 456 
square feet or 209 feet over the allowable 
area, 


Mr. Snyder stated he did not wish to 
comment at this time. 


Mr. Kelley questioned if the proposed was 
to be a double garage and he was informed 
by the petitioner that it would be a double 
garage. Mr. Snyder also informed the 
Board that his driveway was a private 
drive, and not a joint drive. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Wen- 
drow that the appeal be granted under 
Section 36-12(6) of the Zoning Code, 
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The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that the requested change would 
not seriously affect any adjoining property 
or the general welfare and would be in 
keeping with the general intent of the Zon- 
ing Code, 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trieweiler. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1757 


Mr. Merle H. Cowan appeared in behalf 
of his appeal to replace one identification 
sign and install another in the A-1 family 
residential district, upon the premises 
known as 4616 North Grand River Avenue. 
This is contrary to Section 36-17 of the 
Zoning Code in the following particulars: 
Section 36-17 does not allow identification 
signs as proposed. 


Mr. Cowan explained that the property 
and buildings were developed prior to an- 
nexation and that due to the zoning of a 
buffer strip along Grand River Avenue the 
signs cannot be placed in that strip. The 
sign has been at this location until it was 
removed by a ear out of control. 


Further discussion followed regarding the 
size of the sign, location, and the type of 
lighting. 


Mr. LeRoy Morrison, 3308 Young Avenue 
stated he had no objection to this appeal. 


Motion by Rendon, supported by Trie- 
weiler, that the appeal be granted subject 
to: (1) The signs being set back a minimum 
of 20 feet from the front property line. 
(2) Lighting of the sign shall not be inter- 
mittant or flashing. (3) That upon recon- 
struction of the site to conform with zon- 
ing these signs are to be removed. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that the site under consideration 
is located within an area of Grand River 
Ave. which is developed with mixed Resi- 
dential and Commercial uses. The area 
north of Grand River Ave. is proposed for 
Industrial development, therefore the exist- 
ing residence north of Grand River are 
out of character with existing and poten- 
tial development of the area. 


The zoning of the subject property is 
“A-1” Family along Grand River Avenue 
and Light Industrial to the rear. The zon- 
ing districts were established by the Plan- 
ning Board and City Council, with the in- 
tent of preserving the set backs along 
Grand River Avenue and discouraging strip 
commercial zoning, and development. 


The affect of this zoning on existing 
development resulted in non-conforming 
use of the properties along Grand River 
Avenue. 
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The request at this time involves one of 
these non-conforming use, (an identification 
sign) which was partially destroyed by an 
automobile. 


The Board found that relief is justified 
in this case and that to require strict ap- 
plication of the Code would be unreason- 
able. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trieweiler. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1758 


Mr, Lloyd Hilliard was present on behalf 
of his appeal to enclose an existing front 
porch with glass which will reduce the re- 
quired front yard from 22 ft. 6 in. to 15 
ft. 3 in. a reduction of 7 ft. 8 in. upon the 
premises known as 1215 Hickory Street. 
This is contrary to Section 36-44(4) which 
requires a front yard of 22 ft. 6 in. from 
the sidewalk so established by 40% of the 
developed frontage. 


Mr. Hilliard did not wish to comment at 
this time. 


Motion by Trieweiler, supported by Mc- 
Comb, that the appeal be granted under 
Section 36-12(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that many of the homes in this 
vicinity are constructed with large open 
front porches, some of which have been 
enclosed and made an integral part of the 
main dwelling. The Board found that pre- 
vious alterations of other buildings in the 
vicinity have established a change in con- 
ditions which justify this request. 


The Board could not find where the 
change will seriously affect any adjoining 
property or the general welfare and will 
be in keeping with the genera] intent of the 
Zoning Code, 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trieweiler. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1759 


No one appeared in regard to the appeal 
to erect a rear addition to an existing 
dwelling which will reduce the required 
rear yard from 30 feet to 19 feet 4 inches, 
a reduction of 10 feet 8 inches, upon the 
premises known as 1726 Canterbury Place. 
This is contrary to Section 36-44(2) of the 
Zoning Ordinance in the following particu- 
lars: Section 36-44(2) requires a rear yard 
of not less than 30 feet, 
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Motion by McComb, supported by Rendon, 
that the appeal be granted under Section 
36-12(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that due to the irregular shape of 
the lot and the type of dwelling constructed, 
that more than the minimum front yard 
setback of 25 feet was required to maintain 
the required side yards. 


In this sense the property owner is now 
faced with an unusual practical difficulty, 
when attempting to include the proposed 
addition, 


The Board could not find where the pro- 
posed change will contribute to over-devel- 
opment of the lot, or seriously affect any 
adjoining property or the general welfare. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trieweiler. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1760 


Francis Fine appeared on behalf of the 
appeal to reduce the required side yard 
from 47.5 feet to 30 feet, a reduction of 
17.5 feet, upon the premises known as 3000 
block of Waverly Road (Coronado Gardens). 
This is contrary to Section 86-46.1(3) of 
the Zoning Ordinance in the following par- 
ticulars: Section 36-46.1(3) requires a side 
yard of 10% of the width of the lot. 


Mrs. Houck asked if they plan to put 
a fencing between the property and the city 
park? 


Mr. Fine said fencing and a landscape 
plan aie been approved by the Planning 
Board. 


Mr. William Tucker, 4314 Barton Road 
presented a landscape plan to the Board 
showing the location of earth berme and 
fencing. It is partially fenced between the 
city park and Mr. Fines property. 


Discussion and explanation followed be- 
tween the Board, Mr. Tucker and Mr. Fine. 


Mr. Payton Beam, 3024 Arcadia, property 
owner, objected because of the number of 
people this property would draw to their 
neighborhood. 


Mr. Fine stated they have 64 units which 
is considerably below what they were 
allowed in terms of the zoning that was 
passed 8 or 9 months ago. This property 
will not increase the density. However, 
they are requesting the reduction of the 
side yard which will provide more interior 
area that can be landscaped for small rec- 
reational use and beauty. 


Mrs. John Wullaert, 8718 Pino Drive, 
stated her objection. 
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Mrs. Sam Buck, 3005 Arcadia, objecting 
to the berme. 


Mr. Fine commented that the berme 
wasn’t adjacent to her house, but rather 
adjacent to the park, 


Mr. Sam Buck, 3005 Arcadia commented 
on the berme. Because of the over popu- 
lation of the neighborhocd he wants to pro- 
tect his lot from being invaded by all the 
children. 


Mrs. Houck stated that the Board is not 
concerned with the park area but rather 
Mr, Fines property. 


Mr. Sam Buck objected to the entire pro- 
gram. 


Mr, Oral Petrey, 3106 stated his objection. 


Councilman Gunther stated that there 
will be a park. 


Mr. Walt Thocker, 3700 Delta River 
Drive stated he was upset because he wasn’t 
notified about the rezoning. 


Mr. John Wullaert, 3718 Pino Drive said 
they were only down here to protect their 
neighborhood, not to complain. 


Motion by MeComb, supported by Rendon, 
that the appeal be granted under Section 
36-12(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence that the property under considera- 
tion was zoned D-M:1 multiple by action of 
the City Council, April 15, 1968. 


This zoning district permits development 
of the property with more than one main 
building on a lot, subject to site plan re- 
view and approval by the planning board. 
However, yard requirements must be main- 
tained in accord with the lot size. If the 
land were platted into smaller lots front- 
ing on public streets, the side yards could 
be less than requested. 


The applicant proposes to develop the 
site with 64 townhouse units in 13 build- 
ings, for a density of 11.9 units per acre. 


The Board found that strict application 
of the code would be unreasonable and that 
an unusual practical difficulty exists due 
to the large lots size, and conditions under 
which the D-M:1 multiple dwelling district 
permits development. 


It is further pointed out that an amend- 
ment to the zoning ordinance is being con- 
sidered which would place this condition 
for approval under sight plan review by 
the Planning Board. 


The Board could not find where the 
change would seriously affect any adjoining 
property or the general welfare and will be 
in keeping with the general intent of the 
Zoning Code, 
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Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trieweiler. 


Nays: None. 


OLD BUSINESS 
RE: Appeal No. 1749 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Wendrow, 
that the letter regarding appeal No. 1749 
from Mr. Cavanagh be received and placed 
in the file of Appeal No. 1749. 


Mrs. Houck advised that Mr. Guernsey 
had referred this matter to the City At- 
torney for his opinion. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


ELECTION OF OFFICERS 


Nominations were opened for the office 
of Chairman of the Board of Zoning Ap- 
peals, 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Kelley 
that Mrs, Houck be nominated. 


Motion by Kelley, seconded by McComb 
that the nominations be closed and a 
unanimous ballot be cast for Mrs. Houck. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Nominations were opened for the office 
of Vice-Chairman of the Board of Zoning 
Appeals, 


AUGUST 25, 1969 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Wen- 
drow that Mr, Rendon be nominated. 


Mr. Rendon advised the Board that he 
would not be able to accept the nomination 
due to the fact that he would be trans- 
fered to the night shift soon, and that he 
may have to resign his Board membership 
since he would not be able to attend meet- 
ings. 


Motion by Rendon, supported by Kelley 
that Mr. McComb be nominated. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Mrs. Houck appointed the following 
Board members as a Committee to review 
the Board of Appeals Rules of Procedures. 


Kelley, Gaus, McComb. Mr. McComb 
would serve as Chairman. Mrs, Houck and 
Mr. Guernsey as ex officio members of the 
committee. 

Motion by McComb, supported by Trie- 
weiler that Mr. Taylor and Mr. Gaus be 
excused this meeting. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Meeting adjourned at 9:05 P.M. 
Sincerely yours, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary. 


T/C 
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By Mr. Fletcher— 


That the Park Board grant permission 
for Ranney Field to be used at no fee for 
a benefit game with proceeds to be donated 
to Father John’s Fund, on Sunday, Septem- 
ber 14, 1969. 


Carried. (3 Yeas, 1 Abstained) 


Staff Reports were given. 


SEPTEMBER 22, 1969 


Meeting adjourned. 
Respectfully submitted, | 
JANE RUST, 
Secretary. 
APPROVED BY: 
CHARLES G. HAYDEN, 


Director, 
Parks and Recreation. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, August 14, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:30 p.m. by 
Chairman Houck. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Houck; McComb; Rendon 
Trieweiler ; Taylor; Gaus—6. 


Absent: Wendrow—1. 
Excused: Kelley—1. 


HEARINGS 
No. 1761 


Mr. Ishem, Lansing Home Improvements, 
appeared on behalf of Mrs. Gertrude King’s 
petition to enclose an existing front porch 
with glass which will reduce the required 
front yard 28 ft. to 17 ft., a reduction of 
11 ft., upon the premises known as 2345 
Kensington Road. This is contrary to Sec- 
tion 36-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance in 
the following particulars: Section 36-44 (4) 
requires a front yard of 28 ft. from the side 
walk so established by 40% of the developed 
frontage. 


Mr. Ishem stated that Mrs. King lives 
alone and frequently finds strangers com- 
ing up on her front porch. She feels if the 
porch was enclosed it would eliminate this 
problem. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board did not find that this variance 
would seriously affect any adjoining prop- 


erty or the general welfare and will be in 
keeping with the general intent of the 
Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck Gaus; Rendon; Trie. 
weiler; Taylor; McComb—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1762 


Mr. James W, Overton was present on 
behalf of his appeal to allow an open car- 
port to be constructed to the side property 
line which will reduce the required side 
yard from 5 ft. to 0 ft., upon the premises 
known as 1612 Lenore Avenue. This is 
contrary to Section 36-45 (8) of the Zoning 
Ordinance in the following particulars: 
Section 36-45 (3) requires a side yard of 
10% of the width of the lot. 


Mr. Overton commented that he did not 
want to build in the back of his house be- 
eause he would have to remove a tree. 


Mrs. Thomas Leonard, 1505 Lenore Ave- 
nue, objected to the carport because it 
would be under her childs bedroom win- 
dow and she felt it would obstruct the view 
as well as the light. 


Mrs. Leonard asked if the carport would 
have a side wall. 


Mr. Overton stated it would have only 
a roof and poles, and that the roof would 
not exceed the top of the house. 
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Mrs. Leonard stated she could not see 
where a tree is a legitimate hardship. 


Mr. Jack Gaskill, 1714 Lenore Avenue 
stated his objection. 


Mr. Gaus questioned how far Mrs. Leon- 
ard's house is from Mr. Overton’s lot. 


Mr. Overton stated that it is 5 feet. 
Discussion followed. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Gaus 
that the appeal be denied under Section 
86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based upon testimony 
and evidence that the proposed addition 
would reduce the light, air and view of 
the adjacent property and further that 
since it is not impossible to make reason- 
able use of the property under the present 
Zoning Code, a true hardship was not 
evidenced. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Trieweiler; Taylor; Mc- 
Comb; Gaus—5. 


Nays: Houck—1. 


No. 1763 


Mr. Bruce Hartwick, architect for the 
project appeared on behalf of the appeal to 
construct an addition to the Cumberland 
Elementary School, which will reduce the 
required front yard on Darby Drive from 
25 ft. to 20 ft., upon the premises known 
as 2801 Cumberland Road. This is contrary 
to Section 36-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordi- 
nance in the following particulars: The 
A-1 Family District requires a front yard of 
not less than 25 feet. 


Mr. Hartwick stated he had nothing 
further to add and that he would be glad 
to answer any questions that might arise. 


Mr. John Goodwin, 2305 Dillingham 
wanted to see the rough drawing. Stated he 
had no objection. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Taylor 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 
(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found that the proposed vari- 
ance will not seriously affect light, air 
and view of any adjoining property, nor 
will it affect the general welfare. There- 
fore, the variance is in keeping with the 
intent of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Trieweiler; Taylor; Mc- 
Comb; Houck; Gaus—6. 


Nays: None, 
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No. 1764 


Mr. Haussman, R.R. No. 1, Lansing, 
Michigan, appeared on behalf of Mr. 
Kaplowitz to request the construction of 
a building which will reduce the required 
front yard on Clippert from 20 ft. to 14 
ft., upon the premises known as the S.E. 
corner of E. Grand River Ave. and Clippert 
St. This is contrary to Section 36-50 (4) 
of the Zoning Ordinance in the following 
particulars: Section 386-50 (4) (The F 
Commercial District) requires a front yard 
of 20 feet. 


Mr. Haussman stated it would possibly 
be a 2-story building since the property is 
to small for a one-story building. 


Mr. McComb questioned the parking 
space, 


Mr. Haussman stated there is one space 
for every 300 feet of used office space. 


Mr. McComb asked if there was on- 
street parking. 


Mr. Guernsey stated there wasn’t any 
on-street parking permitted. 


Discussion followed. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb 
that this appeal be denied under Section 
86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. _ ' 


The Board found, based upon testimony 
and evidence, that the variance if granted 
would permit overdevelopment and could 
cause serious problems due to the lack of 
off-street parking. In addition, the Board 
eould not accept your claim of an economic 
hardship. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Houck; Gaus; Taylor; 
Trieweiler ; McComb—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1765 


A letter was submitted by Mr. Joe 
Mazner, petitioner for the appeal to con- 
struct an addition to the existing dwelling 
which will reduce the required front yard 
from 28.7 ft. to 25.8 ft. a reduction of 
2.9 ft., upon the premises known as 4919 
Delbrook Avenue. This is contrary to Sec- 
tion 36-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance in 
the following particulars: Section 36-44 
(4) requires a front yard of 28.7 ft. so 
established by 40% of the developed front- 
age, 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Trieweiler 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 
(6) of the Zoing Code. , 


The Board found that the variance would 
not seriously affect any adjoining property 
nor would it affect the general welfare. The 
variance is minor (reduced yard will still 
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be greater than the minimum required by 
the Zoning Code) and is in keeping with 
the intent of the Code since literal inter- 
pretation causes exceptional practical dif- 
ficultures for the appellant, i.e., appellant 
finds that the present interior layout is 
inadequate. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck; Rendon; Trieweiler; Tay- 
lor; Gaus; McComb—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1766 


Mr. Douglas Rowe, 6425 S. Pennsylvania 
Avenue, appeared on behalf of Long De- 
velopment Ine. appeal to erect an identi- 
fication sign with an 8 ft. base and 7 ft. 
height, within 8 ft. of the south property 
line in the “D-1” Professional Office Dis- 
trict, upon the premises known as 621 E. 
Jolly Road. This is contrary to Section 
36-31 of the Zoning Ordinance in the 
following particulars: Section 36-31 allows 
only one non-illuminating sign not exceed- 
ing six square feet in size attached to the 
building on the lot. 


Mr. Rowe stated the sign will be used 
strictly for identification. It will have 
not lights. This sign will be the only one, 
tenants will have small signs on their 
doors for their identification. 


Mrs. Gray Bernard, 620 E. Jolly Road 
state she wanted to see the drawings. 
Stated she had no objection, 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 
(7) of the Zoning Code subject to the light- 
ing of the sign being so directed that it 
does not affect automobile traffic on adjacent 
properties, and further lighting of the sign 
shall not be intermittent or flashing. 


The Board found that an exceptional 
practical difficulty is evident since the 
Zoning Code does not address itself to the 
need for identification signs in large scale 
office complexes, The Board conditioned 
its grant of this appeal upon the following 
conditions : 


1. That any lighting of the sign be di- 
rected so as to not effect auto traffic 
or adjacent properties. 


2. That any lighting of the sign shall not 
be intermittent or flashing. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Houck; Gaus; Taylor; 
Trieweiler; McComb—é. 


Nays: None. 


SEPTEMBER 22, 1969 


No. 1767 


Mr. Robert Taylor, Capital Plating Com- 
pany, appeared on behalf of their com- 
pany’s appeal to allow a 20 ft. x 48 ft. 
addition to the existing office building 
which will reduce the required front yard 
from 25 ft. to 111% ft., upon the premises 
known as 1801 Bassett Street. This is 
contrary to Section 36-53 (4) of the Zon- 
ing Ordinance in the following particulars: 
Section 36-54 (4) requires a front yard 
of 25 ft. so established by the abutting 
residential district. 


Mr. Raymond Reeve, 1705 Comfort St. 
asked to see the drawing. Stated he had 
no objection. 


Motion by Trieweiler, supported by Me- 
Comb to grant this appeal under Section 
36-12 (6) of the Zoning Ordinance subject 
to possible fencing along the east property 
line, adjacent to the residential uses. 


The Board found that the addition will 
not seriously affect the light, air and view 
of any adjoining property nor will it seri- 
ously affect the general welfare. The literal 
interpretation of the Zoning Code as it 
relates valid hardship. It has generally 
been accepted that front yards can be 
minimal where industry is across from 
industry (which is the case on Bassett 
Street) therefore this variance is in keep- 
ing with the general intent of the Ordi- 
nance, 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Houck; Trieweiler; Tay- 
lor; Gaus; McComb—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1768 


Mr. Richard J. Abood, attorney for Mr. 
Eugene Blossey appeared on his behalf to 
request to add a fireproof furnace room 
measuring 5 ft. x 7 ft. to the outside of 
the existing building, upon the premises 
known as 56019 N. Grand River Avenue. 
This is contrary to Section 36-19 of the 
Zoning Code in the following particulars: 
Section 36-19 is the “A-1” Family Resi- 
dential Disrict, and the use of the property 
is non-conforming commercial. 


Mr. Abood stated Mr. Blossey owns his 
property and that he has been in business 
for some 13 years. 


Discussion followed. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by MeComb 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 
(6) of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based upon testimony 
and evidence, that the property is located 
in a commercial area and has been used 
commercially for many years. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 
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Yeas: Houck; Rendon; Trieweiler; Tay- 
lor; Gaus; McComb—6. 


Nays: None. 


No. 1769 


Motion by McComb, supported by Trie- 
weiler that the appeal to enclose a front 
porch upon the premises known as 1814 
New York Street be tabled until the next 
Board of Zoning Appeals meeting, which 
is September 11, 1969. 


The Board found upon inspection that 
the existing porch had been removed and 
consequently the appeal requested was not 
proper. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


No. 1770 


Mr. Ivan Peck, 300 Douglas Street, testi- 
fied on behalf of his appeal to allow an 
addition to an existing dwelling to within 
8 feet of the property line, which will re- 
duce the front yard from 14 feet to 8 feet, 
upon the premises known as 300 Douglas 
Street, This is contrary to Section 36-44 (4) 
of the Zoning Ordinance in the following 
particulars: The ‘‘A-1’’ Family District re- 
ue a front yard of not less than 25 
eet. 


Mr. Peck stated he would like to add to 
his kitchen and that it would be fireproof. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb, 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based upon testimony 
and evidence, that the variance would not 
seriously affect the adjoining property nor 
will it affect the general welfare. The front 
yard which will be reduced is on an un- 
important stub street and there are no other 
houses on the same side of the street in 
this block. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon; Houck; McComb; Gaus; 
Trieweiler ; Taylor—6. 


Nays: None. 


OLD BUSINESS 


Correction in July 10, 1969, minutes: 
that Mr. McComb would serve as Chairman 
of the Rules of Procedures Committee 
rather than Mr. Kelley as stated in the 
minutes. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Trie- 
weiler, to approve the minutes of July 10, 
1969, with the correction. 


Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
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Mrs. Houck stated she received a tele- 
phone call concerning the sign at 8208 S. 
Pennsylvania, Board of Zoning Appeals 
case No. 1747. The sign was not erected 
according to the conditions the Board spe- 
cified. 


The Board suggested that Mr Guernsey 
write a letter to the Ballenger-Devonshire, 
requesting them to comply with the con- 
ditions of appeal No. 1747. 


There has been an error in the June 12, 
1969, minutes concerning the height of this 
sign, (Appeal No. 1747). It was suggested 
to Mr. Guernsey that he obtain a report 
from the Building Department Appeals 
Division and discuss it with them since 
their Board and the Board of Zoning Ap- 
peals have the power to waiver. 


Mr. McComb suggested that Mr. Guernsey 
or Mrs. Houck appoint a person to com- 
municate Board of Zoning Appeal business 
with someone in the Building Department 
when needed, 


Mrs. Houck requested to Mr. Guernsey 
that if there is any conflict with other build- 
ings that it be stated in the staff report for 
the Board to become aware of. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb, 
that a rehearing be set for Appeal No. 1749, 
Mr. Pat Perna, for September 11, 1969, 
meeting. 


Motion was unanimously approved. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Rendon, 
that Mr. Guernsey request the City Attor- 
ney to contact the State Attorney General 
for his opinion on Appeal No. 1749, Mr. 
Pat Perna. 


Motion was unanimously approved. 


Mrs. Houck stated that she has not heard 
from Mr. Black, Executive Assistant, con- 
cerning the request to the Mayor for en- 
larging the Board to 12 members, 


Mr. McComb suggested Mr. Guernsey and 
Mrs. Houck send a letter to the Building 
Department and City Council concerning 
the enforcement of the front yard parking 
ordinance, 


Mr. Taylor recommended that a news re- 
lease of the letter be sent to the Building 
Department and City Council be made by 
Mr. Guernsey. 
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Discussion concerning Appeal No. 1767— 
In 1962, the Capital Plating Company sub- 
mitted a petition to the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. The petition was granted provided 
that a fence be erected along the east 
property line. As of today, no fence has 
been erected. Mr. Guernsey was asked to 
talk to the Building Department. to see 
what can be done. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Gaus, 
to leave the Staff Recommendation off of 
the write-ups when giving a copy to an 
attorney. 


Motion was unanimously approved. 


SEPTEMBER 22, 1969 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Trieweiler, 
that Mr. Kelley be excused from tonight’s 
meeting. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 


Meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 
Sincerely yours, 
RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 


N/M 
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proclamation that next week is Fire Pre- 
vention Week, The Torrent Engine Com- 
pany will be on display at City Hall, and 
a Fire Inspector will pass out fire preven- 
tion material during the day. The Honor 
Guard will be present Monday night. In 
service inspections of business and indus- 
trial buildings will be initiated again this 
year. A file of hazards, special instructions 
and other pertinent information is kept up 
to date through these inspections. 


The Chief reported that a simulated fire 
at a building loaned by the State, using 
rescue equipment under emergency condi- 
tions, was conducted by the Trainiag Divi- 
sion, The critique conducted after the ex- 
ercise is very beneficial. 


Chief Space and Chief of Apparatus 
Virgil Gurecki informed the members of 
the Board that house starting of the ap- 
paratus has been discontinued upon advice 
of factory engineers, 


The Chief informed the members of the 
Board that No, 6 and No. 7 stations have 
received exterior painting, and the interior 
of three stations will be painted during the 
next month. He presented the members of 
the Board with a list of work to be done by 
the Department of Public Works to the 
parking lots, sidewalks and approaches. 


GENERAL ORDER 


Councilman Louis Adado addressed the 
members of the Board regarding the pro- 
posal of a central garage service for all 
Passenger type vehicles operated by the 
City. He felt this would utilize trained 
personnel more efficiently and avoid duplica- 


OCTOBER 13, 1969 


tion of equipment and personnel. The fire 
apparatus would be maintained at the pre- 
sent garage, under the direct supervision of 
the Chief of Apparatus. A discussion of 
the problems involved occurred, and Chair- 
man Kauffman indicated the members would 
make a study of the situation and submit 
their findings to Councilman Adado. 


Chairman Kauffman stated he had ob- 
served a new safety feature used in Wash- 
ington, D. C. utilizing a transmitter to 
change traffic light control for emergency 
services. He felt this system might prove 
pbenefiicial for emergency use in Lansing. 


Rolland Case, Vice President of Local 
421, asked Chairman Kauffman if the Board 
had received two communications from the 
Local regarding Lieut. Gerald Green and 
Fireman David Womack. 


Chairman Kauffman informed him they 
had discussed the two letters; they had not 
been read at the meeting as they felt they 
were essentially notifications. 

By Commissioner Smith— 

I move we adjourn. 


Supported by Commissioner Canady. 


The Board adjourned at 8:35 P.M. 


WILLIAM R. GREW, 
Secretary. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, September 11, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:88 p.m. by 
Chairman Houck. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Rendon, Houck, Kelley, Wen- 
drow, Gaus, Trieweiler, Taylor, McComb 
—8. 


HEARINGS 


Motion by McComb, supported by Trie- 
weiler to remove Appeal No. 1769 from 
table for consideration at this time. 


Motion carried by unanimous approval. 
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No. 1769 


Mr. Jack Grundy, 1814 New York Avenue 
testified on behalf of his appeal to construct 
and enclose a front porch which will re- 
duce the required front yard from 20 ft. 
8 in. to 10 ft., 10 in., a reduction of 9 ft. 
10 in,, upon the premises known as 1814 
New York Avenue. This is contrary to 
Section 36-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance 
in the following particulars: Section 36- 
44 (4) requires a front yard of 20 ft. 8 in., 
so established by 40% of the developed 
frontage. 


Mr. Grundy testified that he needs addi- 
tional room for his growing family. He 
stated that be had torn down the first front 
porch he had built because the roof was in 
such poor condition, however, he did not 
realize he was violating the ordinance when 
he attempted to rebuild. 


Discussion followed. 


Mr. Triewelier questioned the number of 
rooms, 


Mr. Grundy stated there would be one 
room and a small front porch. He stated 
he could not build on to the back of his 
house because of a big elm tree and his 
garage. He said he was told it would cost 
him $1,500 to have the tree removed. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Taylor 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code, which would permit an 
8 foot addition to the front of the dwelling. 


Based on testimony and evidence, the 
Board found that other enclosures and addi- 
tions to the dwellings in the vicinity had 
been made, which justify this request, 


The Board could not find, where the 
change allowed, would seriously affect any 
adjoining property or the general welfare 
and would be in keeping with the intent 
of the Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Houck, Rendon, Kelley, McComb, 
Gaus, Wendrow, Taylor, Trieweiler—2. 


Nays: None, 


No. 1749 


Michael Cavanagh, Attorney, testified on 
behalf of his client, Pat Perna, to allow a 
walk-in cooler to be installed at the rear 
of a store located at 420 W. Willow Street. 
Present zoning of the property is “‘B-1” 
Residential. This is contrary to Section 
86-19 of the Zoning Code in the following 
particulars: the use of the site for a store 
is presently non-conforming. 


Mr. Cavanagh presented sketches of the 
proposed cooler and photographs of the 
basement that Mr. Perna is now using. 
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Mr. Cavanagh testified that at present, 
all the space for storage is in the cellar, 
The only access is a narrow, step stairway; 
and this could bring up safety factors. Mr. 
Perna now needs three (3) part-time em- 
ployees to help him carry his merchandise, 
if he had the cooler, he would be able to 
reduce the help needed to one (1) part- 
time employee. The cooler is demountable, 
and if in the event Mr. Perna wishes to 
expand or move, this cooler could be trans- 
ferred. I cannot see where this request is 
against the general intent of the code. 
Mr. Cavanagh stated that he could not see 
where it adversely affects the surrounding 
property. He believed the walk-in cooler 
would enhance the property. 


Mr. Martin Howard, 1225 N. Chestnut, 
stated he is within site of the store and 
likes the store. He has no objection. 


Mr. Russell Lawler, 200 Hollister Build- 
ing. Attorney for the residents in the 
neighborhood, objecting to this appeal. 


It is a substantial owner-occupied neigh- 
borhood. They have a life time investment 
in their homes. 


This is not a commercial area, it is strict- 
ly residential. 


He testified that Mr. Perna’s petitions are 
nothing more than a chipping away at the 
present zoning. If he wants to develop 
a commercial business at this particular 
address, then it seems that the proper pro- 
eedure for him, instead of coming before 
this Board, and in around about way at- 
tempting to enlarge his commercialization, 
that the proper approach would be for him 
to file a petition asking for rezoning before 
the Planning Board and City Council. No, 
he comes in here asking to enlarge a non- 
conforming use. 


Hardship. Mr. Perna has not shown any 
hardship, because hardship is a two-way 
street. The people I represent are directly 
adjoining the property and have owned their 
property for a great number of years and 
desire it as their home. They are definitely 
against any commercial use. 


Mrs. Houck questioned Mr. Lawlers de- 
finition of hardship. 


Mr. Lawler stated that this is a residenti- 
al neighborhood. We feel by the increase 
in commercialization, the property value 
can’t help but drop and that is a hardship. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Rendon 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (7) 
of the Zoning Code. 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board found that the site under considera- 
tion was located within a Residential Dis- 
trict. 


The Board further found that the site 
was small and was inadequate to provide 
off-street parking. 
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It was further found that a true hard- 
ship did not exist, and that there was not 
an inability to make reasonable use of the 
land under the existing terms of the ordi- 
nance. 


The change would merely serve as a 
convenience to the applicant and would not 
be in keeping with the general intent of 
the Zoning Code. 


Motion failed by the following vote: 


Yeas: Gaus, Rendon, Wendrow, ‘Trie- 
weiler—4, 


sere: Houck, Kelley, McComb, Taylor 


The appeal is denied, the concurring vote 
of six members of the Board is necessary to 
reverse any order, requirement, decision or 
determination of the Building Commis- 
sioner. 


No. 1771 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Kelley that 
the appeal to repair a one-family dwelling 
which was damaged by fire upon the pre- 
mises known as 407 Paris Avenue be tabled 
until the next regular Board of Zoning Ap- 
peals meeting. October 9, 1969 and that 
estimates of the repair work to be done 
which would restore the structures to meet 
the Building Code requirements be fur- 
nished by the applicant. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


No, 1773 


Mr. Vernon Sayers, 1652 Parkvale, East 
Lansing. Chairman of the Church Trus- 
tees testified on behalf of the appeal to 
erect a sign structure which will extend 18 
feet into the required front yard upon the 
premises known as 1518 S. Washington 
Avenue. This is contrary to Section 36-51 
(3) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-51 (3) states 
that no building shall be erected, converted, 
reconstructed or structurally altered to 
intrude upon the area required for the 
front yard. 


Mr, Sayers testified that they are inter- 
ested in this because it will become an in- 
tegral part of the church and will tie in 
with the existing structure. The church 
owns the entire block and the sign will be 
set in the center of the block, so it will not 
obstruct any vision. 


Mrs. Houck questioned how the sign 
would be illuminated. 


Mr. Sayers stated that the illumination 
would be inside of the sign or overhead. 
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Mrs, Houck questioned the height of the 
sign. 


Mr. Sayers stated it would be as high 
as the existing roof which is 8 to 9 feet. 
The sign will tie into the structure. 


Mr. Dennis Kind, 921 W. Grand River, 
Williamston, Michigan, representing Sun 
Oil Company questioned whether the sign 
would obstruct the view of the gas station 
located directly south of the church. 


Discussion followed. 
Mr. Kind stated he had no objection. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Trieweiler 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code, 


Based on testimony and evidence the 
Board could not find where the proposed 
sign addition would seriously affect any 
adjoining property or the general welfare 
and to allow its construction would be in 
keeping with the general intent of the 
Zoning Code. 


Motion was carried by the following 
vote; 


Yeas: Rendon, Trieweiler, Gaus, Wend- 
row, Taylor, Houck, Kelley—7. 


Nays: McComb—1. 


No. 1774 


Mr. Lester Christensen, 225 E. Thomas 
Street testified on behalf of his appeal to 
enclose an existing front porch with glass, 
which will reduce the required front yard 
from 20 feet to 16 feet, a reduction of 4 
feet, upon the premises known as 225 E. 
Thomas St. This is contrary to Section 
86-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordinance in the 
following particulars: Section 36-44 (4) 
requires a front yard of 20 feet, so estab- 
lished by 40% of the developed frontage. 


Mr. Christensen testified that he would 
like his porch encolsed because it would 
keep the rain and snow out. It would also 
help to keep the house warmer in the cold 
peethon: however, it would have no heat 
luets, 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Taylor to 
grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence, that the existing front porch had 
been enclosed. It was further found that 
open porches were not uncommon in this 
area and that some have been enclosed and 
made an integral part of the structure, 
expaking a building set-back that is irregu- 
ar. 


These characteristics tend to justify minor 
changes as requested and at the same time 
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the stability of the neighborhood is not 
affected, 


The Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
or the general welfare and will be in keep- 
pe with the general intent of the Zoning 

ode. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Rendon, McComb, Houck, Taylor, 
Trieweiler, Wendrow, Gaus, McComb—8. 


Nays: None. 


No, 1775 


Mr. James Overton, 1612 Lenore Avenue 
appeared on behalf of his appeal to con- 
struct an open carport which wil] reduce 
the required side yard from 5 ft, to 1.5 ft., 
upon the premises known at 1612 Lenore 
Avenue. This is contrary to Section 36-45 
(3) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-45 (3) requires 
a side yard of 10% of the width of the lot. 


Mrs. Houck read a letter from Mr. Over- 
ton stating that he is reappealing because 
of the discrepancy in the distance between 
the carport and the adjacent neighbor. He 
continued by stating the carport would 
greatly benefit his wife who suffers from 
arthritis, 


A petition was also submitted from 10 
neighbors stating that they have no objec- 


tion to Mr. Overtons plan to build a car- 
port. The names are as follows: 


Abe Gamel—1517 Lenore and 1622-1624 
Lenore 


Mr. and Mrs. Wm. Purkiss—2100 Quentin 
Ave. 


Earl Rasmusson—1619 Lenore Ave. 


ae and Mrs, Arnold Duffield—2103 Quentin 
ve. 


Mr. and Mrs. Ray Prescott—1615 Lenore 
Ave. 


Mrs. A, Hamilton—1623 Lenore Ave. 


Mr. and Mrs. Wm. Bolding—1701 Lenore 
Avenue, 


Mr. and Mrs, Arden Campbell—1709 Lenore 
Ave, 


Mr. and Mrs. Robert Snyder—1715 Lenore 
Ave, 


Mrs. Genevive Spagnuolo—1534 Lenore Ave. 

Mrs. Houck also read a letier from Mr. 
Horace J, Bradshaw stating he had no 
objection. 


Mr. Lowell Friar, 3333 Brisbane, contrac- 
tor for the petitioner, stated there would be 


COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS 1195 


eaves on the north and south of the carport 
and that the drainage would fall on the 
driveway about 2 feet in from the lot line 
so the property next door would not be 
affected, 


Mrs. Houck reminded them that any 
alterations, such as enclosing the carport, 
they would need to obtain a building per- 
mit. 


This was confirmed by Mr. James Church 
of the Building Department. 


Discussion followed. 


Mr. Robbins stated they do not need a 
building permit to put side slats on, up to 
50% of the height of the carport. A small 
storage unit is also permitted. 


Mrs. Cleo Grebs, 1606 Lenore, stated that 
the carport would obstruct the light, air 
and view of her childs bedroom window. 
They have other alternatives: 1) they 
ean stay within the ordinance 2) they can 
come in the back alley, 


Mrs, Grebs also indicated that the car- 
port would devaluate her property. No one 
would want to buy a house with a carport 
right outside their window. 


Mr. Overton stated that he installed the 
driveway and foundation a couple of years 
ago. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Trie- 
weiler that the appeal be granted under 
Section 36-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. 


Based on testimony and evidence, the 
Board could not find where the proposed 
addition would seriously affect any of the 
adjoining property or the general welfare. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Trieweiler, Taylor, Houck, Mc- 
Comb, Rendon, Wendrow—6. 


Nays: Gaus, Kelley—2. 


No. 1776 


Mr. Fred McFadden, 1304 Glenrose, ap- 
peared on behalf of his appeal to construct 
an addition to the existing dwelling, which 
will reduce the required front yard from 
48 ft. 10 in. to 23 ft., upon the premises 
known as 1304 Glenrose. This is contrary 
to Section 36-44 (4) of the Zoning Ordi- 
nance in the following particulars: Section 
86-44 (4) requires a front yard of 48 ft. 
10 in. so established by 40% of the develop- 
ed frontage, 


Mr. McFadden testified that this addition 
will be used for a family room. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Gaus 
to grant this appeal under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. ' 
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Based on testimony and evidence, the 
Board could not find where the proposed 
addition would seriously affect any adjoin- 
ing property or the general welfare and 
would be in keeping with the intent of the 
Zoning Code. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas:. Rendon, Houck, Taylor, Gaus, 
Kelley, McComb, Wendrow, Trieweiler—8s. 


Nays: None. 


NEW BUSINESS 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Taylor to 
approve the August 14, 1969 minutes with 
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the correction that Mrs. Houck voted “no” 
on Appeal No, 1762. 

Mrs. Houck, Mr. McComb and Mr. Guern- 


sey would serve on the committee to plan 
the Christmas party. 


Meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m, 


Sincerely, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


PLANNING BOARD 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, July 1, 1969 


Meeting was called to order at 7:47 P.M. 
by Chairman Ramona Bretz, 


ROLL CALL 
Present; Black, Bretz, Gaus—3. 


Absent: Duncan, Fink, Harris, Pawlak, 
Reynolds—5. 


Mr. Raymond C. Guernsey gave the fol- 
lowing presentation regarding the Water- 
shed Program. 


The United States Army Corp of Engi- 
neers (the Corp of Engineers together with 
officials from the State of Michigan and 
State governmental offices) are completing 
the analysis of the entire Grand River 
Basin with headwaters near Jackson to the 
outlet as a closing to Lake Michigan. The 
purpose is to examine what can be done 
in order to prevent flooding, to improve 
water quality, and best develop the water 
basin in terms of our overall water needs 
in the year 2020. The plan is broken into 
short increments of time for 15 to 20 years, 
but, the long range plan is until 2020. 


There are three types of programs de- 
signed for future treatment in basic valley 
area. 

They are: 


1. Valley preserve 


2. Reservoir sites 
8. Watershed development 


The Grand River basin goes north from 
Jackson to Lansing, then westerly to Grand 
Rapids and on out to Lake Michigan. The 
areas of concern are the proposed reservoir 
basins located to the south of us in the area 
just north of the city of Jackson. Also, 
a reservoir is proposed for the Red Cedar 
River by Williamston. 


There has been a local request to the US 
Corp of Engineers and Congress for a pro- 
posed carrier creek bypass on the west side 
of Lansing—a bypass for flood waters. It 
has been recommended not carry out the 
project but instead to go to the valley pre- 
serve and reservoir approach. 


We have been experiencing, the past few 
years-up to this year, a loss or lowering 
of ground water table. By daming up the 
Grand River near the Jackson area and 
by daming out near Williamston, we can 
back up water in sufficient quantities to do 
2 or 3 things. 


1. Fill reservoirs during times of flood, 
therefore, lessening flood waters down- 
stream. 


2. Provide additional water for the ground 
water table. 


8. Provide water recreation areas for body 
and non-body contact such as skiing. 
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, October 9, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:30 P.M. 
by Chairman Houck. 


Present: Gaus, Houck, Kelley, McComb, 
Rendon, Taylor, Wendrow, Trierweiler—8. 


Absent: None. 


A motion was made by Mr. Rendon, 
seconded by Mr. Taylor, that appeal No. 
1771 be removed from the table. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


No. 1771 


Mrs. Ellen Taylor, 409 Paris, testified 
on behalf of her appeal to repair a one- 
family dwelling which was damaged by 
fire, upon the premises known as 407 Paris 
Avenue, This is contrary to Section 36-5.1 
(5) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-5.1 (5) does 
not permit more than one main dwelling on 
a lot. In this particular case the dwelling 
in question is one of two family dwellings 
on Lot No. 68, Maple Heights Subdivision, 
located to the rear of the lot. 


Mrs. Taylor stated that she estimated 
the cost of repairs at $300. She would 
change the partitions in the main ficor and 
have repairs made to the bathroom. If the 
request was granted, she intended to lower 
the roof in the Spring so that the building 
would be one story. 


Mr. Jack Molliter, 409 Paris, the con- 
tractor for the job, answered the Board’s 
questions in regards to the work. He said 
that $300 was his estimate for the car- 
pentry work. Rewiring of the first floor, 
and other changes, would cost more. 


Mr. Robbins from the Building Depart- 
ment stated that approximately 20% of 
the building was destroyed by the fire. 
Upon further questioning, Mr. Robbins 
stated that he had personally inspected 
the structure and that it has been damaged 
to the extent of more than sixty per cent 
of its assessed value, 


A letter from Mr. and Mrs. Ivan Denni- 
son, 400 Paris, opposing the appeal, was 
read to the Board. 


Motion by Gaus, seconded by McComb, 
that the petition be denied under Section 
36-12 5) of the Zoning Code. Based on 
testimony and evidence, the Board found 
that the damage of the building exceeded 
60% of its assessed valuation, as was 
determined in this case by the Building De- 
partment. 


The Board also found that the structure 
contributed to overcrowding of the prop- 
erty and did not provide for adequate open 
space on the lot. 


The motion was carried by unanimous 
vote, 


No. 1777 


Louise Christle, 631 North Fairview, 
testified in behalf of her appeal to encolse 
an existing front porch with glass which 
will reduce the required front yard from 
23 feet, 10 inches, to 19 feet, 7 inches, a 
reduction of 4 feet, 3 inches, upon the pre- 
mises known as 631 N. Fairview Ave. This 
is contrary to Section 36-44 (4) of the Zon- 
ing Ordinance in the following particulars: 
Section 36-44 (4) requires a front yard of 
23 feet, 10 inches so established by 40% 
of the developed frontage. 


Mrs. Christle stated that she has lived in 
the house for 20 years and she is now 76 
years old. It is getting difficult for her to 
take care of the screens on the porch. 
When it rains or snows they get rusty, and 
it is just too much work for her. 


Houck asked if there would be heat ducts 
oo porch. Mrs. Christle said there would 
not, 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Trier- 
weiler, that this petition be granted under 
Section 86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. The 
Board found based on testimony and evi- 
dence, that several homes in this vicinity 
were constructed with large open porches, 
some of which have been enclosed and made 
an integral part of the structure. The 
Board believes that previous alterations of 
other housing units in the vicinity have 
established a change in conditions which 
justify this request, 


The Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
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or the general welfare and will be in keep- 
ing with the general intent of the Zoning 
Code. 


Motion carried by unanimous vote. 


No. 1778 


Sheldon Wagner of Rose Hill Builders, 
spoke representing the Alto Building Com- 
pany of Detroit on their petition to reduce 
the required side yard from 48.8 feet to 
25 feet, a reduction of 18.3 feet upon the 
premises known as Cranbrook Manor, at 
the Northeast corner of Waverly and Jolly 
Roads. This is contrary to Section 36-46.1 
(3) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow 
ing particulars: Section 36-46.1 (3) re- 
quires a side yard of 10% of the average 
width of the lot. 


Mr. Wagner noted that the property was 
originally zoned D-M which allowed for 
about 30 units per acre. This was changed 
to D-M:1, a lower density, and plans for 
a Multiple Cluster concept project were 
approved by the city Planning Department. 
The company was not aware that they had 
not met every requirement for building 
until they applied for a building permit 
and were refused. He stated that 200 feet 
of property frontage is being used for park 
area, not for construction. The purpose 
of this appeal was to allow for a better 
aranged complex making optimum use of 
open space and grass. 


Mr. Wagner also questioned the way the 
city decides which is the side yard and 
which is back. The side yard in question in 
this petition abuts the back yards of homes 
along Anson Street. Mr. Robbins of the 
Building Department explained that the 
area in question is clearly defined as the 
side yard. 


Property owners in the vicinity expressed 
a desire to look at the plans, as they had 
not previously seen them. They came for- 
ward to the table and discussed them in- 
formally. 


Laura Johnson, 4715 South Waverly 
Road, spoke in opposition to this appeal. 
She noted that on Outlot D the dirt from 
this project is already banked up equal 
to her garage windows. The dirt allows 
the water to back up on her lot and 
changes the normal drainage pattern of 
the land. 


The representative from Rose Hill stated 
that the Outlot is apart of the project, 
but will not, be built on. The dirt tem- 
porarily piled there will be used for top 
soil for the finish grade of the project. 


Howard Kirchin, 4720 Anson, lives di- 
rectly behind the project. He also is op- 
posed to this variance. He stated that 
Rose Hill had dirt “temporarily” piled be- 
hind his house for 6 years. 


William K. Johnson, 4715 South Waverly 
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Road, stated that when he bought his prop- 
erty, Rose Hill stated that all lots in this 
subdivision were to be A-1 Family. He 
said that he hoped the Board would con- 
sider the homeowners desires when decid- 
ing on the appeal. 


James Martin, 4800 Anson, stated that 
having the apartment building so close 
to his lot line would devalue his property. 
He feels that because this is to be a two 
story building, he will not have privacy 
in his own home, 


It was noted by the Building Department 
that because of a technicality, the com- 
pany could split the lot and put two build- 
ings on it, within 25 feet of the man’s 
property. 


Darrel Moore, 3704 Maybel Street cor- 
ner of Anson and Maybel), stated that his 
property is not directly adjacent to the 
area, but that he opposes this petition. 


John Gollach, 8605 West Jolly Road, was 
also opposed. He felt that the company 
should go along with the existing laws. 


Mr. Wagner, of Rose Hill, noted that it 
would also be possible to put parking in 
the area without breaking or changing 
any laws. If the buildings were moved 
back, they could put 60 feet of parking 
right behind everyone’s yards. No curb 
and gutter would be required, just drive- 
way and blacktop. 


The current plans for the project allow 
for a 5 foot chain link fence with inter- 
woven redwood slats around the side and 
back boundaries. The land elevation will 
be built up equa] to the surrounding areas, 
although some parking areas will be kept 
lower to allow for drainage. 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Taylor 
that the petition be denied under Section 
36-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. Based on 
testimony and evidence, the Board does 
not believe a hardship exists, and further 
that an ammendment of the Ordinance 
which is now pending before the City 
Council would alleviate the problem. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Trierweiler, Wendrow, Kelley, 
Rendon, Taylor, McComb—é. 


Nays: Gaus, Houck—2. 
(Refer to Z-8-69) 


NEW BUSINESS 


The subcommittee on the Rules of Policy 
and Procedure submitted a document con- 
taining its recommendations to the Board 
for discussion. Minor changes were made 
to the new Rules. It was decided that they 
would be placed on the agenda and voted 
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on at the next meeting of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Taylor 
that the minutes of the September 11, 1969 
meeting be approved. 


Motion passed unanimously. 
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The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
Sincerely, 
RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 


Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals, 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 
EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYSTEM 


Proceedings, October 15, 1969 


October 15, 1969 
Lansing, Michigan 
Retirement Board Room 
8th Floor—City Hall 
8:30 A.M. 


The Board of Trustees met in regular 
session and was called to order by Chair. 
man Meryl R. Wilcox. 


Present: Trustees Bodwin, Graves, Huf- 
nagel, Kline, Roe, Swagler and Wilcox—7. 


Absent: Trustee Anas—1. 


Present: Raymond W. Burgess, Secre- 
tary. 


The minutes of the regular meeting of 
September 16, 1969 were received and 
placed on file. 


The Secretary reported 4 new members, 
1 reinstatement, 2 retired and 7 refunds 
since the last regular meeting bringing 
the total present annuity savings account 
to 794. 


The Secretary reported refunds made 
since the last regular meeting amounting 
to $3,953.18 with retirement allowances 
paid for the month of September 1969 
amounting to $20,270.91. 


A letter from City Attorney Oskar M. 
Hornbach requesting that all excused ab- 
sences of Retirement Board members be 
printed in the minutes, was received and 
placed on file. 


It was moved by Trustee Bodwin, sup- 
ported by Trustee Graves that the Board 
rescind their motion of 9-16-69 denying 
Melville Keyes’ request for a one year ex- 
tension of service. It was further moved 
that the request be approved with the un- 
derstanding that the director of Public 
Service employ engineering aids to be 
trained for surveyor’s positions and be able 
to fill this position when the need arises. 
Extension approved subject to necessary 
physical examination. 


Adopted by the following roll call vote: 


Yeas: Bodwin, Graves, Hufnagel, Kline, 
Roe, Swagler and Wilcox—7. 


Nays: None. 


No funds available for investment. 


Securities on hand: $5,402,000 fixed in- 
come securities, 


It was moved by Trustee Bodwin, sup- 
ported by Trustee Graves that Trustee Anas 
be excused from this meeting. 


The Board Adjourned. 


RAYMOND W. BURGESS, 
Secretary, 
Employee’s Retirement System, 
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OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, October 9, 1969 


Meeting called to order at 7:30 P.M. by 
Chairman Houck, 


Present: Gaus, Houck, Kelley, McComb, 
Rendon, Taylor, Wendrow, Trierweiler—s, 


Absent: None. 


A motion was made by Mr. Rendon, 
seconded by Mr. Taylor, that appeal No. 
1771 be removed from the table. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


No. 1771 


Mrs. Ellen Taylor, 409 Paris, testified 
on behalf of her appeal to repair a one- 
family dwelling which was damaged by 
fire, upon the premises known as 407 
Paris Avenue. This is contrary to Section 
86-5.1 (5) of the Zoning Ordinance in the 
following particulars: Section 86-5.1 (5) 
does not permit more than one main dwell- 
ing on a lot. In this particular case the 
dwelling in question is one of two family 
dwellings on Lot No. 68, Maple Heights 
Subdivision, located to the rear of the lot. 


Mrs. Taylor stated that she estimated the 
cost of repairs at $300. She would change 
the partitions in the main floor and have 
repairs made to the bathroom, If the re- 
quest was granted, she intended to lower 
the roof in the Spring so that the building 
would be one story. 


Mr, Jack Molliter, 499 Paris, the contrac- 
tor for the job, answered the Board’s ques- 
tions in regards to the work. He said that 
$300. was his estimate for the carpentry 
work. Rewiring of the first floor, and 
other changes, would cost more. 


Mr, Robbins from the Building Depart- 
ment stated that approximately 20% of 
the building was destroyed by the fire. 
Upon further questioning, Mr. Robbins 
stated that he had personally inspected the 
structure and that it has been damaged 
to the extent of more than sixty per cent 
of its assessed value. 


A letter from Mr. and Mrs. Ivan Denni- 
son, 400 Paris, opposing the appeal, was 
read to the Board. 


Motion by Gaus, seconded by McComb, 
that the petition be denied under Section 
36-12 (5) of the Zoning Code. Based on 
testimony and evidence, the Board found 
that the damage of the building exceeded 
60% of its assessed valuation, as was 
determined in this case by the Building 
Department, 


The Board also found that the structure 
contributed to over-crowding of the prop- 
erty and did not provide for adequate open 
space on the lot. 


The motion was carried by unanimous 
vote, 


No. 1177 


Louise Christle, 681 North Fairview, 
testified in behalf of her appeal to enclose 
an existing front porch with glass which 
will reduce the required front yard from 
23 feet, 10 inches to 19 feet, 7 inches, a 
reduction of 4 feet, 3 inches, upon the 
premises known as 631 North Fairview 
Avenue. This is contrary to Section 36-44 
(4) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 36-44 (4) requires 
a front yard of 23 feet, 10 inches so estab- 
lished by 40% of the developed frontage. 


Mrs. Christle stated that she has lived in 
the house for 20 years and she is now 76 
years old. It is getting difficult for her to 
take care of the screens on the porch. When 
it rains or snows they get rusty, and it is 
just too much work for her. 


Houck asked if there would be heat 
ducts on the porch. Mrs. Christle said there 
would not. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by Trierweiler, 
that this petition be granted under Sec- 
tion 386-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. The 
Board found based on testimony and evi- 
dence, that several homes in this vicinity 
were constructed with large open porches, 
some of which have been enclosed and made 
an integral part of the structure. The 
Board believes that previous alterations of 
other housing units in the vicinity have 
established a change in conditions which 
justify this request. 


The Board does not believe the change 
will seriously affect any adjoining property 
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or the general welfare and will be in keep- 
— with the general intent of the Zoning 
‘ode. 


Motion carried by unanimous vote. 


No. 1778 


Sheldon Wagner of Rose Hill Builders, 
spoke representing the Alto Building Com- 
pany of Detroit on their petition to reduce 
the required side yard from 48.3 feet to 25 
feet, a reduction of 18.3 feet upon the prem- 
ises known as Cranbrook Manor, at the 
Northeast corner of Waverly and Jolly 
Roads, This is contrary to Section 36-46.1 
(3) of the Zoning Ordinance in the follow- 
ing particulars: Section 386-46.1 (38) re- 
quires a side yard of 10% of the average 
width of the lot. 


Mr. Wagner noted that the property was 
originally zoned D-M which allowed for 
about 30 units per acre. This was changed 
ito D-M:1, a lower density, and plans for 
a Multiple Cluster concept project were 
approved by the City Planning Depart- 
ment, The company was not aware that 
they had not met every requirement for 
building until they applied for a building 
permit and were refused. He stated that 
200 feet of property frontage is being 
used for park area, not for construction. 
The purpose of this appeal was to allow 
for a better arranged complex making 
optimum use of open space and grass. 


Mr. Wagner also questioned the way 
the city decides which is the side yard and 
which is back. The side yard in question in 
this petition abuts the back yards of 
homes along Anson Street. Mr. Robbins 
of the Building Department explained that 
the area in question is clearly defined as 
the side yard. 


Property owners in the vicinity expressed 
a desire to look at the plans, as they had 
not previously seen them. They came for- 
ward to the table and discussed them in- 
formally. 


Laura Johnson, 4715 South Waverly 
Road, spoke in opposition to this appeal. 
She noted that on Outlot D the dirt from 
this project is already banked up equal 
to her garage windows. The dirt allows the 
water to back up on her lot and changes 
the normal drainage pattern of the land. 


The representative from Rose Hill stated 
that the Outlot is a part of the project, 
but will not be built on. The dirt tempor- 
arily piled there will be used for top soil 
for the finish grade of the project. 


Howard Kirchin, 4720 Anson, lives di- 
rectly behind the project. He also is op- 
posed to this variance, He stated that Rose 
Hill had dirt “temporarily” piled behind 
his house for 6 years. 


William K. Johnson, 4715 South Waverly 
Road, stated that when he bought his prop- 
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erty, Rose Hill stated that all lots in this 
subdivision were to be A-1 Family. He 
said that he hoped the Board would con- 
sider the homeowners desires when decid- 
ing on the appeal. 


James Martin, 4800 Anson, stated that 
having the apartment building so close to 
his lot line would devalue his property. He 
feels that because this is to be a two story 
building, he will not have privacy in his 
own home. 


It was noted by the Building Depart. 
ment that because of a technicality, the 
company could split the lot and put two 
buildings on it, within 25 feet of the man’s 
property. 


Darrel Moore, 3704 Maybel Street (corner 
of Anson and Maybell), stated that his prop- 
erty is not directly adjacent to the area, 
but that he opposes this petition. 


John Gollach, 3605 West Jolly Road, was 
also opposed. He felt that the company 
should go along with the existing laws. 


Mr. Wagner, of Rose Hill, noted that it 
would also be possible to put parking in 
the area without breaking or changing any 
laws. If the buildings were moved back, 
they could put 60 feet of parking right 
behind everyone’s yards, No curb and 
gutter would be required, just driveway 
and blacktop. 


The current plans for the project allow 
for a 5 foot chain link fence with inter- 
woven redwood slats around the side and 
back boundaries. The land elevation will 
be built up equal to the surrounding areas, 
although some parking areas will be kept 
lower to allow for drainage. 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Taylor 
that the petition be denied under Section 
86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. Based on 
testimony and evidence, the Board does 
not belive a hardship exists, and further 
that an ammendment of the Ordinance 
which is now pending before the City 
Council would alleviate the problem. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Trierweiler, Wendrow, Kelley, 
Rendon, Taylor, McComb—6. 


Nays: Gaus, Houck—2. 
(Refer to Z-8-69) 


NEW BUSINESS 


The subcommittee on the Rules of Policy 
and Procedure submitted a document con- 
taining its recommendations to the Board 
for discussion. Minor changes were made 
to the new Rules. It was decided that they 
would be placed on the agenda and voted 
on at the next meeting of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals. 
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Motion by Gaus, supported by Taylor 
that the minutes of the September 11, 1969 
meeting be approved. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


DECEMB5R 8, 1969 


The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 P.M. 


Sincerely, 


RAYMOND C, GUERNSEY, 
Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


HOUSING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Special Meeting, October 31, 1969 


The Special Meeting of the Housing Com- 
mission was called to order by President 
Owen at 1:35 P.M. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Commissioners Clapp, Hagerty, 
Owen, Sliker—4. 


Absent: Commissioner Patterson—1. 


Staff: Marce] B. Elliott, Ronald Stone- 
house, Ruth Chastine. 


Visitors: Robert Black, Executive Assist- 
ant, Oskar Hornbach, City Attorney, Curt 
Hanes, Cliff Lawrence, News Reporters. 


President Owen opened the meeting by 
stating that the purpose of the Special 
Meeting was to consider the new Jolly- 
Cedar development and what the decision 
of the Court of Appeals would mean to the 
future progress of the Commission. It was 
his understanding that the decision would 
mean that the restrictions the Commission 
had been placed under by Judge Fox’s 
ruling were now lifted and the Commission 
could proceed with construction of the 250 
public housing units on Jolly Cedar or 
wherever the Commission wants to. He 
emphasized that the Commission no longer 
wants to construct 250 units at Jolly Cedar 
but that it was a good site and the Com- 
mission would like, if possible, to construct 
50 units of scattered, single housing inter- 
spersed with other housing. 


Mr. Hornbach stated that in the com- 
munication of October 30th, the Court of 
Appeals in Cincinnati reversed a Federal 
District Court decision that stopped the 
city from holding a referendum and ordered 
the lower court to dismiss the complaint 
and dissolve the injunction. The Circuit 
Court of Appeals agreed with all of the 
city’s arguments put forth in the briefs 
and the opinion handed down was unani- 
mous, 


Mr. Hornbach believes that the issues 
will now have to go to a vote of the people 
and it is up to the City Council to deter- 
mine if a Special Election would be held. 
The plaintiffs have a 14 day period in which 
to request a rehearing or appeal to the 
U. S. Supreme Court. 


There was some discussion on what action 
the referendum vote will be based. Would 
it strictly be on the zoning? Since the 
Commission no longer wants to construct 
elderly housing at the site and would like 
to restrict the number of family to 50— 
what would this do to the voting, etc. Mr. 
Hornbach felt that the Commission would 
be premature at this point to make any 
decisions—many things could happen. The 
plaintiffs could ask for permission to ap- 
peal; this may or may not be granted. The 
plaintiff could ask for a stay of proceed- 
ings, which the Court may or may not 
grant. If granted, matters would be right 
back to the same as when under Judge 
Fox’s decision. 


Mr. Hornbach stated that the City must 
proceed with a referendum vote even if 
the Commission changes its plans. He felt 
that any change on the Commission made 
at this time as far as Jolly-Cedar was 


concerned would be taking away the right 


of the people to vote—make their vote 
meaningless. 


Commissioners expressed a hope that the 
legal staff could free the 250 units so that 
the Commission could provide the housing 
for the lowest income families as they are 
charged to do. They could then pledge 
future reservations for the Jolly Cedar site 
if the decision is appealed. 


Mr. Hornbach stated that this would de- 
pend on many things, one of which is 
whether or not a stay of proceedings is 
asked for and granted, More will be known 
in a short time and he felt the Commission 
should wait until more is known. 


A collaborative digitization project of the City of Lansing and Forest Parke Library and Archives - Capital Area District Libraries 


1458 COUNCIL PROCEEDINGS 


with any difference being made in a cash 
settlement to be credited to the park ac- 
quisition account. 


Carried. 


The Director reported his meeting with 
Lou Coomes’ at the request of the Buildings 
and Properties Committee of City Council. 


It was announced that the Lincoln Com- 
munity Center Board has voted to dissolve 
itself effective January 1, 1970, and that 
the Parks and Recreation Department has 
been requested to carry on its programs 
under the direction of the Recreation Divi- 
sion, 


Mr. Herbert Kipke announced the annual 
Christmas Dinner for Senior Citizens will 
be held Wednesday noon, December 17, at 
the Maple Grove Community Hall, and that 
all Board members are cordially invited. 


Golf report was submitted for the Board’s 
review and to be discussed at the January 
meeting. 


Swimming report was submitted for the 
Board’s review and to be discussed at the 
January meeting. 


DECEMBER 15, 1969 


Cemetery fees and charges were sub- 
mitted and a breakdown of actual funeral 
costs. 


Referred to Cemetery Committee for Rec- 
ommendations at January meeting. 


The President directed staff to continue 
working on possible plans towards initiat- 
ing a Children’s Zoo in collaboration with 
the Friends of the Zoo Society. 


Staff reports were given. 


Meeting adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JANE RUST, 
Secretary. 


Approved by: 


CHARLES G. HAYDEN, 
Director, 
Parks and Recreation. 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, November 13, 1969 


The meeting was called to order at 7:32 
P.M. by Chairman Houck. 


Present: Gaus, Houck, Kelley, McComb, 
Rendon, Taylor, Wendrow, Trierweiler—8. 


Absent: None. 


No. 1779 


Richard R. Sulpher, 3602 Marion Street, 
showed proposed plans to the Board on his 
petition to construct a 12 foot addition to 
the existing house which will reduce his 
rear yard to 19 feet, upon the premises 
known as 3602 Marion Street. This is 
contrary to Section 36-44 (2) of the Zoning 
Ordinance in the following particulars; 


Section 36-44 (2) requires a rear yard of 
30 feet. 


Mr. Sulpher stated that he has a small 
corner lot, and the addition is needed for 
a garage and family room. He has four 
children. 


Discussion ensued on the minimum size 
standards for corner Lots, as this lot is 
below the standard. The lot was platted 
and developed prior to annexation to the 
City of Lansing. 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Trier- 
weiler, that the petition be granted under 
Section 36-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. 
Based on testimony and evidence, the Board 
could not find where the proposed change 
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would seriously affect any of the adjoining 
property or the general welfare, and would 
not contribute to over development of the 
parcel. 


Motion carried by the following vote: 


Yeas: Wendrow, McComb, Trierweiler, 
Houck, Taylor, Rendon, Gaus—7. 


Nays: Kelley—1. 


No. 1780 


Mrs. Walter Flitz, 534 Emily, spoke in 
behalf of her petition to enclose an exist- 
ing front porch with glass which will re- 
duce the required front yard from 27 feet, 
5 inches, to 19 feet, 4 inches, a reduction 
of 8 feet, 1 inch, upon the premises known 
as 6384 Emily. 


This is contrary to Section 86-44 (4) of 
the Zoning Ordinance in that 86-44 (4) 
requires a front yard of 27 feet, 5 inches 
from the sidewalk so established by 40% 
of the developed frontage. 


Mrs. Flitz stated that the enclosed porch 
will not have heat ducts, but will help the 
house to retain heat. It also will serve as 
a security measure. 


Motion by McComb, supported by Wen- 
drow, that this appeal be granted under 
Section 86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. 
Based on testimony and evidence, the Board 
found that the existing building set back 
is irregular and that other front porch 
enclosures existed in the vicinity. The 
Board does not believe the change will ser- 
iously affect any adjoining property or the 
general welfare. 


The motion was carried by unanimous 
vote, 


No. 1781 


Mrs. Norman Freeman, 520 Emily, testi- 
fied in behalf of her husband’s petition to 
construct an open ecar-port to within 8 
inches of the side property line, a reduc- 
tion of 4 feet, 4 inches, upon the premises 
known as 520 Emily. This is contrary to 
Section 86-44 (8) of the Zoning Ordinance 
in that Section 36-44 (8) requires a side 
yard of 5 feet. 


She said that her husband has recently 
suffered a heart attack, and the car-port 
would be a safety precaution against his 
slipping or falling on snow and ice during 
the winter months. The car-port would 
be open on three sides. 


It was brought out by Mr. Robbins of 
the Building Department that according 
to State Housing Law, no garage shall 
project to within 3 feet of the property 
line. The Board of Zoning Appeals can 
grant a zoning variance, but the request 
does not comply with Building Code regul- 
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ations, and therefore will be subject to ap- 
proval by the Building Board of Appeals, 


Motion by McComb, seconded by Gaus, to 
grant this petition under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. Based on testimony 
and evidence, the Board found that the 
proposed addition would bé adjacent to the 
neighbors garage to the West and therefore 
would not affect the living environment of 
the adjacent property. 


The motion was carried by unanimous 
vote. 


No. 1782 


Francis P. Kelly, 1613 South Pennsyl- 
vania, spoke in behalf of his appeal to con- 
struct an 8 foot by 6 foot vestibule on the 
front of the house located at 1613 South 
Pennsylvania. This will reduce the re- 
quired front yard from 20 feet to 14 feet. 
This is contrary to Section 36-44 (4) of the 
Zoning Ordinance in that an “A-1” family 
district requires a front yard of 20 feet 
so established by 40% of the developed 
frontage, 


Mr. Kelly stated that the additional space 
is needed by his growing family. His house 
is one of six similarly built houses on the 
same block. A 4 foot by 6 foot concrete 
slab which is present on the property would 
be utilized in the vestibule steps. 


Fred Barberio, property owner of 1623 
South Pennsylvania, spoke in opposition 
to this petition. He feels that the vestibule 
should not be built in the front of Mr. 
Kelly’s home. It would add to the traffic 
visability problem as well as detract from 
the appearance of the area because of the 
shortened front yard. Mr. Barberio asked 
the petitioner if perhaps the steps could 
be along the side of the addition, instead 
of the front. Mr. Kelly replied that this 
could be done, at an added cost to him, 
bat he would prefer to put steps in the 
ront, 


Motion by Taylor, seconded by Gaus, to 
grant this variance under Section 36-12 (6) 
of the Zoning Code. The Board found, based 
on testimony and evidence, that several 
homes to the South are similar in nature 
to the property in question and that the 
homes to the North are constructed with 
large front porches. The Board believes 
that the proposed change will break up the 
monotonous appearance without seriously 
affecting any of the adjoining property or 
the general welfare. 


The motion was carried by the following 
vote: 


Yeas: McComb, Trierweiler, Houck, Tay- 
lor, Rendon, Gaus, Kelley—7. 


Nays: Wendrow—l. 
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No. 1783 


No one was present to speak in favor 
of Einor Johnson’s petition to erect a new 
detached garage on the present location 
and foundation of the existing one, which 
is within 46 feet of the front property line 
and 3 feet, 2 inches from the side property 
line, upon the premises known as 609 Ver- 
non Avenue. 


The present garage violates Section 36-17 
(6) of the Zoning Ordinance in that an 
accessory building cannot be constructed 
within 60 feet of the front property line. 
The location of the garage is also contrary 
to Section 36-44 (8) which requires a side 
yard of not less than 10% of the average 
width of the lot. 


Chairman Houck read several letters from 
neighboring property owners who had no 
objection to the appeal. Included were Mr. 
and Mrs. Walter J, Nelson, 556 Vernon; 
Mr. Ray Winegar, 608 Vernon; and Mr. 
and Mrs. Gerald Ruth, 602 Vernon. 


Mr. Robbins from the Building Depart- 
ment noted that if the petitioner con- 
nected the house and garage with a patio, 
only one variance would be necessary. 


Motion by Gaus, supported by McComb, 
that the petition be granted under Section 
86-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. The Board 
found, based on testimony and evidence, 
that the proposed garage would occupy 
the same area as the existing garage, and 
that to allow the request would be an im- 
provement, which would not seriously affect 
red adjoining property or the general wel- 

are, 


The motion was carried by unanimous 
vote. 


DECEMBER 15, 1969 


NEW BUSINESS 


A motion was made by Kelley, seconded 
by Trierweiler, that the minutes of the 
October 9, 1969 meeting be approved. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


Motion by Kelley, seconded by Wendrow, 
that the June 12, 1969 minutes be approved 
as corrected. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


Motion by Kelley, supported by Gaus, 
that the revised Rules of Procedure for 
the Board of Zoning Appeals be approved. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


The Board discussed their upcoming 
Christmas gathering. It was decided that 
the gathering will be held on Thursday, 
December 4th, at 7:00 P.M. in the home of 
Chairman Houck. Guests will include Mr. 
Robbins and Mr, Church from the Build- 
ing Department and Mayor Graves. 


The meeting was adjourned at 8:36 P.M. 


Sincerely, 


RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 
Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals, 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


TRAFFIC BOARD 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, December 10, 1969 


December 11, 1969 


The meeting was called to order by 
Chairman Fraser at 8:00 P.M. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Board members’ Brasseur, 
Fraser, Riddle and Vlahakis—4. 


Absent: Board members Dean, Dunne- 
backe, Irion and ex-officio member Jackson 


Movies showing pedestrians crossing 
Grand on the south side of Michigan 
projected covering A.M. crossing 7:45- 
8:00 A.M.; 11:30 A.M. to 12:05 P.M.; and 
4:45-5:00 P.M. Pedestrian traffic is light 
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Adopted by the following vote: 


Unanimously, 


Martha Johnson, 424 River St. spoke. 


Council adjoured at 9:15 P.M. 
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THEO FULTON, 
City Clerk. 


Lansing, Michigan 
February 2, 1970. 


F/B 


OFFICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF THE 


BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF THE CITY OF LANSING 


Proceedings, December 11, 1969 


Court Room Ne. 1 
6th Floor, City Hall 


The meeting was called to order at 7:34 
P.M. by Chairman Houck. 


ROLL CALL 


Present: Gaus, Houck, Kelley, Rendon, 
Wendrow, Trierweiler, Taylor—7. 


Absent: McComb (excused)—1. 


HEARINGS 
No. 1784 


Mr. Carlton Kessler, 928 West Jolly Road, 
spoke in behalf of the petition by Capital 
City Realty, Inc, to erect a proposed rear 
entrance which will reduce the required 
side yard from 6 feet to 3 feet, 4 inches, 
and to erect a garage in the rear yard 
which will exceed the allowable lot cover- 
age in the rear yard by 180 square feet, 
upon the premises known as 928 West Jolly 
Road. This is contrary to Sections 36-47.1 
(3) and 36-54 (2) e) of the Zoning Ordi- 
nance. Section 36-47.1 8) requires a side 
yard of 6 feet, and Section 36-54 2) (e) 
states that an accessory building may 
occupy not more than thirty (30) per cent 
of a required rear yard. 


The building in question is a duplex. Mr. 
Kesler resides in one of the units and 
Capital City Realty has its offices in the 
other. Mr. Kessler stated that he wished 
to cover the back porch and steps so that 
water will not leak into the lower level. 
This also would he used as a utility area. 


In response to questions from the Board, 
he replied that the porch would be two 


stories high, and covered, not just on 
stilts, 


Mr. Kessler also requests to build a two 
ear plus garage on the west lot line so 
that the back yard may be used as an 
area for his child to play. He stated that 
the proposed garage could be built with 
the proper setback, but this would leave 
no recreational space. It would not alter 
or effect the parking for the realty com- 
pany. 


Further questioning revealed that park- 
ing for the realty office is to the west of 
the building. The petitioner has made ar- 
rangements with the owner of an abutting 
lot to allow his clients to park there, 


Mr. Church, from the Building Depart- 
ment, estimated that the required park- 
ing for the building would be two spaces 
for the living unit and three accessible 
spaces for the office. These must be on- 
site parking spaces, 


The parking spaces that Capital City 
Realty has access to west of the building 
cannot be considered on-site parking. It 
was also brought out that this area is 
zoned residential, not “J’’ Parking, so 
business patrons parking there are doing 
so illegally. The garage and drive could 
provide five parking spaces, but these can 
only be for private use, as they are not 
accessible spaces. 


A motion was made by Wendrow, second- 
ed by Trierweiler, that the appeal be grant- 
ed under Section 36-12 (6) of the Zoning 
Code. 


Motion failed by the following vote: 


Yeas: Kelley, Rendon, Wendrow, Trier- 
weiler—4. 


Nays: Gaus, Houck, Taylor—3. 
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A motion was made by Trierweiler, 
seconded by Wendrow that the petitioner 
be allowed to enclose the rear porch. 


Motion carried unanimously. 


The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence, that the type of construction at 
the rear entrance of this building did in 
fact impose an unusual practical difficulty, 
and if enclosed would not seriously affect 
any adjoining property or the general 
welfare. 


A motion was made by Taylor, seconded 
by Wendrow, that the application to erect 
a garage in the rear yard, which would 
exceed the allowable lot coverage, be tabled 
until the Board could get further informa- 
tion regarding the parking situation and 
overdevelopment of the lot. 


Motion passed, 


No. 1785 


There was no one present at the hearing 
to speak in behalf of Gerritt and Loretta 
Cramer’s appeal to enclose a front porch, 
which will reduce the required front yard 
from 26 feet, 6 inches, to 19 feet, 6 inches, 
a reduction of 7 feet, upon the premises 
known as 113 West Gier Street. This is 
contrary to Section 36-50 of the Zoning 
Ordinance which requires a front yard of 
26 feet, 6 inches, so established by 40% of 
the developed frontage between intersect- 
ing streets. 


No one spoke in opposition to the appeal. 


A motion was made by Gaus, supported 
by Taylor, that the appeal be granted under 
Section 36-12 (6) of the Zoning Code. 
The Board found, based on testimony and 
evidence, that the residential set-back in 
this area is irregular and that the proposed 
change would not extend further into the 
front yard than some of the other dwell- 
ings. The Board does not believe the 
change will seriously affect any adjoining 
property or the general welfare. 


Motion passed by unanimous approval. 


No. 1786 


Arthur O, Gray was present to support 
his petition to modify the Zoning Ordinance 
to permit a new residential dwelling to be 
constructed on the second lot off the corner 
of Hughes and Reo Roads. This would 
allow a proposed residence on a parcel of 
land with a depth of 86 feet, which will 
be within 27 feet of the rear lot line and 
within 35 feet of the front lot line. This 
is contrary to Sections 36-44 (2) and 36-44 
(4) of the Zoning Ordinance. Section 36-44 
2) requires a rear yard having a depth of 
not less than 80 feet. Section 36-44 (4) 
requires a front yard of 40 feet from the 
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property line so established by 40% of 
the developed frontage. 


Mr. Gray stated that this is not a 
corner lot. The parcel in question resulted 
from splitting a larger corner lot. The 
other half of the original lot is on the 
corner of Hughes and Reo Roads, and con- 
tains a house, 


Mr. Gray showed proposed house plans 
to the Board. He explained that although 
the plans included a garage, he did not 
intend to build one at this time. 


Hilary Gensheimer, 4700 Hughes, lives 
next door to the subject property, on lots 
No. 98 and 343. He objects to the variance. 
Mr. Gensheimer questioned how the lot 
can be split sideways, when the lots created 
do not meet the minimum size requirements 
necessary for building a house. 


He feels that the proposed house, if 
allowed to exceed the setback requirements, 
will be too close to his own home, and 
stated that to his knowledge, the previous 
owner of both lots had not split them, 


Mr. Gray said that the lot was split by 
the previous owner over a year ago, but 
has not been recorded with the Register of 
Deeds. He does not know if the lot split 
was approved by City Council. 


He added that the new home would im- 
prove the appearance of the property and 
neighborhood. 


Mr. Len Gensheimer, 4704 Hughes, was 
also opposed to the variance. 


A motion was made by Kelley, supported 
by Gaus, that the appeal be tabled until 
approval of the lot division by City Council. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


NEW BUSINESS 


A motion was made by Gaus, seconded 
by Taylor, that Mr. McComb, who is in 
California for his daughters wedding, be 
excused from the meeting. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


Motion by Wendrow, supported by Gaus, 
that the minutes of the November 13, 1969 
meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals 
be approved. 


Motion passed unanimously. 


The meeting was adjourned at 8:32. 
Sincerely, 
RAYMOND C. GUERNSEY, 


Secretary, 
Board of Zoning Appeals. 
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